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WORKING  COMMITTEE  MINUTES 


The  first  meeting  of  the  Working  Committee  was  held  at 
2.15  p.m.,  on  Saturday,  31st  July,  1971>  and  on  Sunday,  1st  August, 
1971,  at  the  Jesuit  College,  Heverlee/Louvain,  Belgium. 


ATTENDANCE 


time : 


The  following  persons  were  present  for  at  least  part  of  the 


Officers : 


Members : 


Staff; 


Interpreters : 


The  Rev.  Professor  J.  R.  NELSON,  Chairman 
The  Rev.  Professor  J.  MEYENDORPP,  Acting  Chairman  of 
the  Commission 

The  Rev.  Professor  J.  D.  McCAUGHEY,  Vice-Chairman  of 
the  Commission 

Professor  S.  AGOURIDES 

Professor  N.  CHITESCU 

The  Rev.  Principal  R.  E.  DAVIES 

Professor  J.  DESCHNER 

Dr.  E.  FLESSEMAN-VAN  LEER 

Professor  H.  FLOTTORP 

Professor  W.  F.  GROFF 

Miss  C.  HOWARD 

Dorn  E.  LANNE  OSB 

Professor  W.  H.  LAZARETH 

Professor  J.  MEDINA 

The  Rt.  Rev.  L.  NEWBIGIN 

The  Rev.  Professor  V.  C.  SAMUEL 

The  Rev.  Professor  H.  A.  E.  SAWYERR 

Professor  J.  E.  SKOGLUND 

The  Rev.  Dr.  W.  STEWART 

The  Rev.  Dr.  T.  M.  TAYLOR 

Professor  L.  VORONOV 

Professor  H.-H.  WOLF 

Archpriest  V.  BOROVOY 
The  Rev.  Dr.  G.  F.  MOEDE 
The  Rev.  Dr.  K.  RAISER 
The  Rev.  Dr.  L.  VISCHER 

Mrs.  I.  DOBOSZ 
Mrs.  T.  EVDOKIMCFF 
Miss  I.  FRIEDEBERG 
Miss  I.  KIRILLOVA 


Minute  Secretary:  Miss  E 


SWAYNE 


APOLOGIES 


Apologies  for  absence  were  received  from: 

Metropolitan  CHRYSOSTOMOS  of  Myra,  Vice-Chairman  of 
the  Commission 

Principal  L.  G.  CHAMPION  (resigned) 

Professor  J.  MIGUEZ-BONINO 
The  Rev.  S.  NOMENYO 
Professor  J.  SMOLIK 

PRELIMINARY  ACTIONS 

The  opening  session  of  the  Working  Committee  was  held  at 
2.15  p.m. , on  Saturday,  31st  July,  1971»  at  the  Jesuit  College, 
Heverle e/Louvain.  In  the  absence  of  the  Chairman,  whose  arrival  was 
delayed,  Professor  MEYENDORPP  took  the  chair  and  opened  the  meeting 
with  prayer.  The  minutes  of  the  previous  Working  Committee  at 
Cret-Berard  in  1970  (Faith  and  Order  Paper  No.  57)  were  formally 


PROGRAMME  OF  THE  COMMISSION  MEETING 

Dr.  VISCHER  presented  the  programme  which  had  been  drawn  up 
for  the  Commission  meeting  due  to  start  on  2nd  August.  There  was  a 
general  survey  of  the  arrangements  for  the  opening  session,  for  wor- 
ship throughout  the  meeting,  and  for  the  Steering  Committee. 

After  some  discussion  it  was  agreed  that  a small  sub- 
committee consisting  of  Dr.  TAYLOR  and  Fr.  MEDINA  should  consider  the 
worship  arrangements  in  more  detail  with  the  Secretariat. 

STUDIES  COMPLETED  SINCE  LAST  YEAR'S  MEETING 

Three  studies  had  been  completed  since  the  report  made  to 
the  Working  Committee  at  its  1970  meeting  at  Cret-Berard,  and  a short 
report  was  given  of  each. 

(a)  Study  on  the  Authority  of  the  Bible 

Dr.  VISCHER  explained  that  this  study  had  been  mainly  worked 
out  in  a number  of  regional  groups,  most  of  which  had  reported  their 
findings  by  the  beginning  of  this  year.  Representatives  of  these 
groups  met  at  Cartigny,  near  Geneva,  early  in  April  to  consider  their 
findings  and  try  to  summarise  their  conclusions.  This  report  was  to 
be  published  in  THE  ECUMENICAL  REVIEW  (October,  1971)*  In  addition, 
Dr.  VISCHER  expressed  the  hope  that  Committee  I at  the  Commission 
meeting  would  be  able  to  make  suggestions  as  to  how  the  future  study 
of  this  question  might  best  be  continued. 

(b)  Ordination 


Dr.  MOEDE  reported  that  this  study  had  grown  out  of  the 
Aarhus  meeting  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  in  1964  which 
initiated  the  study  on  "Christ,  the  Holy  Spirit  and  the  Ministry".  As 
this  topic  proved  too  broad  for  fruitful  discussion,  the  Commission 
meeting  at  Bristol  in  1967  decided  that  it  should  be  limited  to  the 
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question  of  ordination.  More  than  thirty  regional  study  groups  were 
set  up  and  their  reports  formed  the  basis  of  discussion  at  a consul- 
tation held  at  Cartigny  in  1970.  The  study  document  on  "The  Ordained 
Ministry"  summed  up  the  results  of  this  consultation  and  would  be  dis- 
cussed at  the  Commission  meeting  in  Committee  III. 

(c)  Baptism 

Fr.  BOROVOY  reminded  the  Working  Committee  of  the  decision 
at  the  Bristol  meeting  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  to  have  the 
study  on  baptism  set  in  the  context  of  confirmation  and  holy  communion; 
the  report  on  "Baptism,  Confirmation  and  Eucharist"  was  the  result  of 
this  work.  An  appendix  to  this  document  suggested  that  further  work 
on  baptism  should  be  set  in  the  context  not  only  of  confirmation  and 
the  eucharist,  but  also  of  Church  union  negotiations,  since  baptism 
was  one  of  the  most  crucial  discussions,  particularly  where  the 
negotiations  included  both  Churches  which  practised  infant  baptism  and 
those  which  did  not.  In  such  circumstances  open  discussion  of  the 
question  could  not  be  avoided.  This  report  was  also  set  for  discussion 
by  Committee  III  at  the  Commission  meeting. 

The  discussion  which  followed  centred  on  two  main  topics: 
methodology,  and  the  problem  of  the  dissemination  of  these  studies  in 
the  Churches.  Several  members  agreed  with  Professor  SKOGLUND  that  the 
method  used  in  some  of  these  studies  appeared  to  be  very  successful. 
This  method  generally  involved  initiation  of  the  study  with  a position 
paper  which  then  served  as  basis  for  discussion  of  the  topic  in 
regional  groups  throughout  the  world  for  a period  of  approximately 
eighteen  months  to  two  years.  Reports  from  these  groups  were  then  sub- 
mitted to  an  international  consultation  which  produced  a report  based 
on  the  findings  of  these  regional  groups.  However,  it  was  pointed  out 
that  the  Faith  and  Order  Secretariat,  with  the  resources  at  its  dis- 
posal, could  only  direct  a limited  number  of  such  studies  from  Geneva; 
thus  the  question  of  utilising  other  institutions  was  raised. 

Fr.  LARNE  suggested  that  the  Benedictines  of  Chevetogne  might  assume 
responsibility  for  the  continuation  of  the  study  on  the  Council  of 
Chalcedon  and  its  reception  by  the  Churches.  Other  institutions  such 
as  the  Ecumenical  Centre  at  Strasbourg  were  mentioned  also.  However, 
it  was  pointed  out  that  such  institutions,  being  mainly  denominational 
in  character,  might  not  always  have  the  full  extent  of  ecumenical  con- 
tacts available  to  the  Faith  and  Order  Secretariat,  and  there  was 
general  agreement  that  such  studies  needed  to  involve  the  widest 
possible  diversity  of  theologians. 

This  also  led  to  a discussion  of  the  problems  involved  in  the 
dissemination  of  studies.  Several  members  echoed  Fr.  MEDINA'S  observ- 
ation that  few  people  even  in  the  more  responsible  positions  in  church 
government  and  administration  seemed  to  have  much  awareness  of  the 
study  work  done  by  Faith  and  Order,  and  wondered  what  could  be  done  to 
make  such  studies  known  outside  of  WCC  circles.  Fr.  BOROVOY  said  that 
he  had  constantly  urged  that  such  documents  be  sent  to  all  member 
Churches  for  consideration,  and  that  they  should  be  asked  to  make  some 
kind  of  reaction.  However,  his  insistance  had  been  met  with  a certain 
amount  of  reserve  since  the  World  Council  was  reluctant  to  take  any 
action  that  might  be  interpreted  by  any  of  the  Churches  as  putting 
pressure  on  them  to  take  a particular  course  of  action,  and  there 
seemed  to  be  no  immediate  solution  to  this  problem.  Dr.  TAYLOR  pointed 
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out  that  in  some  cases,  as  in  his  own  denomination,  there  was  really  no 
procedure  available  for  the  reception  and  discussion  of  such  reports. 

Professor  DESCHNER  thought  it  more  practical  to  have  docu- 
ments printed  as  separate  brochures  rather  than  reprinted  in  journals 
like  THE  ECUMENICAL  REVIEW;  in  this  way  they  were  more  easily  available 
to  students  and  teachers  in  theological  seminaries.  Miss  HOWARD 
pointed  out  that  Faith  and  Order  studies  on  a particular  topic  were 
really  only  used  when  they  corresponded  to  a Church's  specific  need, 
and  reported  that  when  the  Church  of  England  was  recently  reviewing  its 
own  position  on  Christian  initiation,  it  had  made  extensive  use  of 
Faith  and  Order  studies  on  baptism.  Professor  LAZARETH  thought  this 
indicated  the  importance  of  having  Faith  and  Order  Commission  members 
who  were  fully  aware  of  what  was  being  done  in  their  particular 
Churches,  so  that  they  would  be  in  a position  to  direct  people  to  the 
relevant  ecumenical  study  work  that  had  been  done.  Dr.  VISCHER  agreed, 
and  said  that  personal  contact  was  of  vital  importance  in  the  dis- 
semination of  information  concerning  study  documents.  He  also  added 
that  union  negotiations  and  bilateral  conversations  provided  an 
important  context  for  the  distribution  of  study  reports.  People 
engaged  in  these  negotiations  frequently  found  that  the  work  done  on 
topics  that  were  under  discussion  could  often  provide  valuable  help  and 
stimulus. 

REPORT  ON  STRUCTURE  OF  WORLD  COUNCIL  OF  CHURCHES 

The  chairman,  Dr.  NELSON,  reported  on  the  decision  concerning 
the  new  structure  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches  made  at  the  Central 
Committee  meeting  at  Addis  Ababa  which  he  had  attended.  He  noted  that 
the  comments  made  in  the  Working  Committee's  memorandum  to  the 
Structure  Committee  (FOC  Paper  No.  57  > PP»  22-25)  had  been  well 
received,  and  had  been  substantially  met  in  the  Structure  Committee's 
report  as  finally  accepted  at  Addis  Ababa.  The  report  had  intention- 
ally left  some  points  incompletely  worked  out,  so  that  modifications 
found  to  be  necessary  in  the  practical  day-to-day  work  of  the  Units  and 
their  Committees  could  be  incorporated  without  too  much  difficulty;  it 
was  in  this  area  that  he  felt  that  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
could  make  a useful  contribution. 

Dr.  VISCHER  further  explained  the  nature  and  task  of  the 
proposed  new  Unit  Committee.  It  would  act  as  a sub-committee  of  the 
Central  Committee  for  reviewing  and  directing  the  work  of  the  Unit.  It 
would  probably  consist  of  fifty  members  - thirty  members  of  the  Central 
Committee  plus  twenty  members  appointed  by  the  four  sub-units  of  Unit  I. 
Thus  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  would  be  responsible  for  electing 
five  of  its  members  to  sit  on  this  Unit  Committee. 

Fr.  MEDINA  stressed  the  very  radical  nature  of  the  change  that  was 
being  proposed;  under  the  new  structure  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
would  become  a consultative  rather  than  a legislative  body,  and  he 
wondered  whether  the  Commission  would  continue  to  have  responsibility 
for  initiating  the  study  work  of  Faith  and  Order.  Dr.  VISCHER  pointed 
out  that  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  did  not  in  fact  have  very  much 
of  a legislative  function  in  the  past  - it  could  not,  for  example, 
legislate  in  any  way  for  the  Churches;  it  was,  however,  essential  for 
the  Commission  to  retain  the  right  of  initiating  the  programme.  Miss 
HOWARD  felt  that  Faith  and  Order's  semi-autonomous  status  was  a relic 
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of  its  past  history  as  an  independent  body,  and  that  a legislative 
function  might  now  be  found  to  be  less  appropriate  than  hitherto.  It 
was  felt  to  be  important  that  this  point  should  be  discussed  further. 

Professor  MEYENDORFF  and  Dr.  TAYLOR  wondered  whether  the  new 
structure  would  continue  to  permit  the  full  participation  of  theolo- 
gians from  non-member  Churches,  which  had  always  been  a special  concern 
of  Faith  and  Order  work.  Dr.  NELSON  was  able  to  reassure  them  that 
this  point  had  been  provided  for  in  the  Structure  Committee  report.  He 
wondered,  however,  whether  the  Unit  Committee,  meeting  only  two  or 
three  days  a year,  would  be  an  adequate  body  to  give  direction  to  the 
work  of  Faith  and  Order;  there  was  a danger  that  it  might  turn  out  to 
be  little  more  than  a "hearing  committee",  merely  receiving  reports  of 
work  done. 


Professor  DESCHNER  listed  a series  of  instances  in  which  the 
Structure  Committee  report  was  inconsistent  or  unclear,  and  it  was 
agreed  that  such  points  should  be  considered  by  a sub-committee  of  the 
Faith  and  Order  Commission,  whose  findings  would  then  be  transmitted  to 
the  Central  Committee.  Dr.  VISCHER  added  that  the  Central  Committee 
had  arranged  for  a period  of  revision  in  which  points  of  this  kind 
could  receive  consideration.  Restructuring  was  seen  as  a process,  and 
the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  had  an  obligation  to  contribute  to  it. 

He  also  reported  that  the  Central  Committee  had  asked  that  the  Faith 
and  Order  Commission  should  look  over  its  present  Constitution  in  the 
light  of  the  new  structure.  No  change  could  be  made  in  the 
Constitution  until  the  next  World  Council  of  Churches  Assembly  in  1975  > 
which  meant  that  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  would  have  the  oppor- 
tunity of  holding  one  more  triennial  meeting,  in  1974 » at  which  this 
question  could  be  considered  in  greater  detail,  and  proposals  made  for 
any  change.  It  was,  however,  important  to  get  the  process  started  at 
the  present  Commission  meeting. 

Fr.  MEDINA  then  proposed  that  the  Commission  should  appoint  a 
Structure  Committee  to  study  these  questions  and  to  make  specific 
proposals  which  could  be  put  before  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  and 
then  forwarded  to  the  Central  Committee.  This  was  agreed. 

As  Structure  Committee  of  the  Commission,  the  following  mem- 
bers were  nominated: 

Convener:  Miss  HOWARD. 

Members:  Dr.  BEAZLEY,  Principal  CHANDRAN,  Bishop  KIBIRA, 

Fr.  LANNE,  Dean  MUELDER,  Professor  VORONOV. 

Ex-officio : Dr.  NELSON,  Dr.  VISCHER. 

This  committee  would  have  the  following  tasks: 

(a)  to  look  at  the  new  structure  in  relation  to  the  present 
organisation  of  Faith  and  Order; 

(b)  to  consider  the  present  Constitution  of  Faith  and  Order 
and  to  recommend  any  changes  made  necessary  by  the  new 
structure ; 
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(c)  to  consider  the  relation  of  Faith  and  Order  to  Unit  I 
and  the  Central  Committee; 

(d)  the  definition  of  the  phrase  "eucharistic  fellowship"  as 
used  in  the  revised  Functions  of  Purposes  of  the  World 
Council  of  Churches. 

This  was  agreed. 

NOMINATIONS 

After  a short  discussion,  it  was  agreed  that  a small  nomina- 
ting group  of  the  Working  Committee  should  be  set  up  to  recommend  to 
the  full  Commission: 

(1)  a proposal  for  nomination  of  a new  Chairman  of  the 
Commission; 

(2)  a list  of  people  to  serve  as  the  Nominating  Committee  of 
the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  giving  due  regard  to 
balanced  confessional  and  geographical  representation; 

(3)  a committee  to  consider  certain  aspects  of  the  Structure 
Committee  Report  as  it  relates  to  Faith  and  Order,  and 
toNitudy  the  Faith  and  Order  Constitution  in  the  light 
of  the  new  World  Council  of  Churches'  structure. 

The  Working  Committee  also  considered  problems  arising  in 
connection  with  the  selection  of  new  members  of  the  Commission. 

Dr.  FL0TT0RP  urged  that  the  Commission  should  have  a real  choice  of  at 
least  two  nominees  for  each  vacancy,  with  as  much  information  as  poss- 
ible about  the  candidates;  Miss  HOWARD  thought  that  a balance  should  be 
kept  between  members  with  parish  experience  and  those  with  a largely 
academic  background. 

It  was  agreed  that  Professor  CHITESCU,  Principal  DAVIES, 

Dr.  NELSON,  Dr. . TAYLOR  and  Professor  WOLF  should  form  the  nominating 
group;  after  meeting  independently  they  reported  that  the  following 
would  be  recommended  to  the  Commission: 

(1)  As  new  Chairman  of  the  Commission 

Professor  MEYENDORFF 

(2)  As  Nominating  Committee  of  the  Commission 

Convener:  Mr.  GATU 

Members:  Professor  ANAGN0ST0P0UL0S , Principal 

DAVIES,  Fr.  DUPUY,  Dr.  FLESSEMAN, 

Dr.  HINCHLIFF,  Dr.  KOYAMA,  Dr.  LESKO. 

Ex-officio:  Dr.  NELSON,  Dr.  VISCHER 

This  Committee  would  have  the  following  tasks: 

(a)  to  decide  on  the  nomination  of  three  or  four 
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Vice-Chairmen  of  the  Commission 

(b)  to  nominate  the  Chairman  and 

(c)  the  members  of  the  Working  Committee 

(d)  to  nominate  five  members  of  the  Commission  to  sit  on  the 
new  Unit  I Committee 

(e)  to  consider  nominations  for  membership  of  the  Commission 

The  Nominating  Committee  would  elect  its  own  Chairman  and 
would  be  asked  to  report  to  the  plenary  session  of  the  Commission  by 
Wednesday,  August  11th. 

The  nominating  group  suggested  that  the  Steering  Committee  of 
the  Commission  meeting  should  consist  of  the  officers  and  a represent- 
ative of  each  of  the  five  Committees  into  which  the  Commission  was 
being  divided  for  the  meeting.  (see  p.23) 

These  proposals  were  adopted. 

WEEK  OF  PRAYER 

Dr.  RAISER  reported  briefly  on  the  observance  of  the  1971 
Week  of  Prayer.  A Bible  study  booklet  had  been  prepared  on  the  theme 
for  the  week  "The  Fellowship  of  the  Holy  Spirit",  and  this  had  proved 
very  successful  and  had  had  a relatively  wide  distribution. 

The  preparatory  group  working  on  the  Week  of  Prayer  each  year 
was  aware  of  some  of  the  problems  concerning  the  celebration  of  the 
Week  in  different  parts  of  the  world,  and  had  given  some  thought  to 
possible  new  ways  of  observing  it.  These  had  been  embodied  in  a 
document  on  "The  Meaning  of  the  Week  of  Prayer"  which  had  been 
circulated  this  year  with  the  preparatory  material,  in  addition  to  a 
short  report  concerning  the  experiences  of  various  local  groups. 

The  Joint  Working  Group  had  asked  for  comments  from  the  Week 
of  Prayer  preparatory  group,  and  as  a consequence  of  this  discussion  it 
had  been  suggested  that  a questionnaire  might  be  circulated  to  local 
committees,  which  would  help  to  spot  difficulties  and  note  the  progress 
being  made. 

The  theme  for  1972  was  to  be  "I  give  you  a new  commandment" 
(John  13:34)  and  it  had  been  suggested,  if  time  and  resources  permitted, 
to  issue  another  booklet  of  Bible  studies  on  the  theme. 

In  the  short  discussion  which  followed,  Dr.  RAISER  responded 
to  questions  of  detail,  and  Miss  HOWARD'S  suggestion  that  the  question- 
naire should  be  sent  out  just  before  the  Week  of  Prayer  so  as  to 
increase  the  chances  of  a wide  response  was  noted.  It  was  also  hoped 
that  the  full  Commission  might  have  a chance  to  discuss  the  Week  of 
Prayer  during  the  forthcoming  meeting.  The  matter  was  assigned  to 
Committee  II. 
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CANTATE  DOMINO 

Dr.  VISCHER  traced  briefly  the  origins  of  the  request  of  a 
•new  edition  of  CANTATE  DOMINO  and  how  it  had  come  to  be  one  of  the 
responsibilities  given  to  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission.  The  work  had 
advanced  considerably  during  the  past  year  with  the  arrival  of  an 
Assistant  Editor,  Miss  Margot  TOPLIS,  in  Geneva.  Miss  TOPLIS  had  been 
in  close  communication  with  the  members  of  the  Editorial  Committee: 

Dr.  E.  ROUTLEY,  Fr.  J.  GELINEAU,  Professor  D.  STEFANOYIC,  Propst  D. 
TRAUTWEIN  and  Mr.  E.  WEINGARTNER.  A second  draft  had  been  prepared 
from  material  being  collected  at  Geneva,  and  was  being  tried  out  for  a 
few  months  in  Taize,  the  Ecumenical  Institute  at  Bossey,  and  the 
Ecumenical  Centre  in  Geneva.  Thus  it  was  hoped  to  have  some  reaction 
based  on  regular  use  to  help  in  the  final  choice  which  would  be  done  at 
a conference  to  be  held  in  October.  Then  the  work  of  translation  could 
begin,  and  it  was  hoped  to  have  the  book  ready  for  publication  by  the 
end  of  1973.  The  revised  version  would  be  used  at  the  Commission 
meeting  in  Louvain  the  following  week. 

Miss  TOPLIS  was  introduced  to  the  Working  Committee,  and 
answered  questions  concerning  the  work.  She  emphasised  the  fact  that  a 
great  quantity  of  new  material  had  been  received  in  Geneva,  including 
much  that  had  come  in  since  the  present  draft  had  been  assembled,  so 
that  the  consultation  in  October  would  have  quite  a difficult  task  to 
choose  from  among  so  much  relatively  unknown  and  untried  material. 

The  question  of  finance  was  raised,  and  Dr.  RAISER  said  that 
at  the  moment  this  was  the  main  problem;  at  present  there  was  only 
enough  to  see  the  project  as  far  as  the  consultation  in  October  of  this 

year.  So  far  most  of  the  money  for  the  project  had  come  from  Germany, 

and  Committee  members  were  asked  for  any  ideas  they  might  have  regard- 
ing other  possible  sources.  Dr.  NELSON  reported  an  abortive  attempt  to 
obtain  a private  donation  in  the  United  States  and  Dr.  VISCHER  empha- 
sised that  it  was  desirable,  in  the  present  state  of  WCC  finances,  that 

any  contribution  should  come  as  far  as  possible  from  sources  which  were 

not  contributing  to  the  general  budget  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches. 

LUTHERAN-REFORMED  CONVERSATIONS 

Dr.  RAISER  recalled  his  report  to  the  Working  Committee  last 
year  (FOC  Paper  No.  57 » P«  30),  which  had  recorded  the  close  of  the 
second  stage  in  these  conversations.  These  had  culminated  in  a report 
outlining  specific  recommendations  concerning  steps  toward  full  comm- 
union between  Lutheran,  Reformed  and  United  Churches  in  Europe.  This 
report  had  been  sent  to  eighty-three  Churches  in  Europe,  which  were 
asked  to  consider  the  proposals,  and  if  they  were  in  general  agreement, 
to  nominate  a delegate  to  a meeting  to  be  held  in  September  at  which  a 
Declaration  of  Fellowship  would  be  drafted.  So  far,  the  response  had 
been  very  favourable.  Most  Churches  had  replied,  very  few  had 
expressed  reservations,  and  already  more  than  forty  delegates  had  been 
nominated.  If  progress  was  maintained,  there  was  a good  chance  that 
the  envisaged  Declaration  of  full  communion  could  be  consummated  by  the 
end  of  next  year. 

Dr.  VISCHER  said  that  Committee  V at  the  forthcoming  Faith 
and  Order  Commission  meeting  would  have  the  responsibility  of  discuss- 
ing the  extent  to  which  Faith  and  Order  should  be  involved  in  such 
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bilateral  talks,  and  of  defining  Faith  and  Order's  role,  particularly 
now  that  the  talks  had  advanced  beyond  the  stage  of  theological  dis- 
cussion. 


Bishop  NEWBIGIN  stressed  the  implications  that  this  develop- 
ment would  have  for  Churches  of  the  Third  World  whose  origins  derived 
from  missionary  work  by  the  European  Churches  now  involved  in  these 
discussions.  The  Lutheran  World  Federation  and  the  World  Alliance  of 
Reformed  Churches  would  need  to  give  a great  deal  of  thought  to  this 
question. 


Dr.  FLESSEMAN  suggested  that  although  this  work  was  obviously 
of  great  value,  the  Faith  and  Order  Secretariat  should  beware  of  the 
danger  of  devoting  too  much  time  to  it.  It  should  not  become  a 
priority  at  the  expense  of  other  activities. 

FAITH  AND  ORDER  WORK  AFTER  LOUVAIN 

The  second  session  was  devoted  to  considering  the  line  which 
Faith  and  Order  study  might  take  in  the  period  following  the  Louvain 
meeting  of  the  Commission. 

Bishop  NEWBIGIN  indicated  three  possible  lines  of  development, 
(l)  The  theme  "The  unity  of  the  Church  and  the  unity  of  mankind"  might 
be  followed  up  in  relation  to  the  work  done  by  the  Division  of  World 
Mission  and  Evangelism  in  its  study  "Can  the  Churches  be  Compared 
This  study  had  raised  the  question  of  the  extent  to  which  diversity  can 
be  allowed  to  modify  the  Gospel,  and  he  thought  this  might  make  a 
fruitful  point  of  departure.  (2)  Dr.  FLESSEMAN  had  pointed  out  in  an 
earlier  discussion  that  the  main  concern  of  Christians  today  was  not  so 
much  the  communication  of  the  Gospel  through  a precise  statement  of 
faith,  but  that  it  was  rather  the  quality  of  fellowship  which  demon- 
strated what  Christ  means  today.  Many  people  have  felt  that  this  new 
kind  of  experience  of  living  together  is  not  adequately  provided  for  in 
our  present  church  structures.  (3)  Faith  and  Order  should  examine 
much  more  closely  the  whole  concept  of  "development"  and  be  prepared  to 
question  radically  and  theologically  some  of  its  underlying  presuppos- 
itions. Should  not  the  emphasis  be  more  on  the  search  for  a common 
humanity,  in  which  the  countries  of  the  Third  World  might  have  much  of 
value  to  contribute  to  the  more  developed  countries  of  the  West? 

Miss  HOWARD  felt  that  future  work  must  be  developed  in  full 
cooperation  with  Faith  and  Order's  partners  in  Unit  I under  the  new 
structure.  All  the  points  raised  by  Bishop  NEWBIGIN  involved  concerns 
which  would  be  shared  by  the  Division  of  World  Mission  and  Evangelism 
or  Church  and  Society.  Professor  DESCHNER  agreed  that  the  most  obvious 
post-Louvain  factor  would  be  the  new  structure,  but  he  urged  that  this 
should  not  be  allowed  to  deflect  Faith  and  Order's  attention  from  its 
basic  purposes  of  helping  the  Churches  to  grow  in  oneness , reminding 
them  of  the  implications  of  this  unity.  He  suggested  that  more 
progress  might  now  be  made  if  we  were  to  study  the  implications  of  our 
ecumenical  life  and  define  more  clearly  the  context  in  which  the 
studies  were  going  on. 

Professor  VORONOV  noted  that  in  the  World  Council  of  Churches 
a number  of  movements  had  come  together  (Faith  and  Order,  Life  and 
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Work,  Mission),  each  of  which  must  keep  its  specific  character.  In 
the  World  Council  of  Churches  there  was  a danger  of  lessening  interest 
in  problems  of  faith  and  concentrating  exclusively  on  problems  of  prac- 
tical Christianity.  The  studies  undertaken  by  the  Commission  of  Faith 
and  Order  must  take  into  account  concern  about  an  unadulterated  render- 
ing of  divine  truth,  bearing  in  mind  the  fact  of  generations  succeeding 
each  other,  changes  of  mentality  and  profound  changes  generally. 
Therefore  it  was  essential  (l)  to  make  constant  efforts,  to  convey  the 
essence  of  the  teaching  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  combining  both  the 
purity  of  Christian  doctrine  and  an  expression  of  it  that  is  suitable 
for  modern  man;  (2)  to  express  not  only  what  must  be  believed  and  con- 
fessed, but  also  to  show  what  is  incompatible  with  the  purity  of  true 
Christian  faith,  establishing  by  the  same  token,  the  admissible  limits 
of  theological  pluralism;  (3)  not  to  allow  the  substitution  of  a 
humanism  superficially  disguised  as  religious  for  a true  and  in  its 
very  essence  profoundly  human,  Christian  religion. 

Professor  MEYENDORFF  pointed  to  the  importance  of  a recon- 
sideration of  fourth  century  Christianity,  which  had  hitherto  been 
studied  in  a context  and  from  a perspective  totally  different  from  that 
of  today,  and  this  kind  of  a study  could  have  immense  value.  He  also 
thought  that  Bishop  NEWBIGIN's  second  point  concerning  the  new  kind  of 
experience  of  life  as  a community  also  raised  the  question  of  a new 
perspective  for  study  of  worship. 

Professor  LAZARETH  felt  it  was  premature  to  start  considering 
specific  topics,  but  thought  the  Committee  should  be  concerned  with  the 
question  of  the  ’style’  in  which  studies  could  be  pursued.  It  was  no 
longer  possible  to  discuss  questions  like  baptism  without  considering 
its  meaning  in  relation  to  the  whole  community. 

The  growing  interest  among  young  people  in  new  forms  of 
spirituality,  and  the  spread  of  neo-pentecostalism  in  established 
churches,  particularly  in  the  United  States,  were  also  important 
phenomena  which  Dr.  SKOGLUND  considered  Faith  and  Order  should  not 
ignore,  and  he  suggested  that  any  future  study  on  worship  should  take 
them  into  consideration. 

In  summing  up  the  discussion,  Dr.  VISCHER  suggested  that  the 
Steering  Committee  be  asked  to  produce  a conspectus  of  future  studies 
in  the  light  of  the  Commission’s  discussions  in  Sections  and  Committees. 
This  would ’enable  future  priorities  to  be  determined  more  clearly,  and 
the  Working  Committee's  suggestions  at  this  session  would  help  in  the 
discussion.  This  was  agreed. 

REPORTS 

(l ) Worship 

Dr.  TAYLOR  reported  on  plans  for  worship  at  the  Commission 
meeting.  He  recalled  that  Faith  and  Order  had  been  requested  by  the 
Central  Committee  to  experiment  with  the  holding  of  an  'agape*  and  in 
view  of  this  it  had  been  suggested  that  a common  meal  with  prayers, 
hymns  and  readings  might  be  held  as  a form  of  preparation  for  Holy 
Communion  on  the  Saturday  evening  of  the  Commission  meeting.  There  was 
very  considerable  discussion  of  this  proposal;  some  felt  that  it  was 
more  appropriate  to  prepare  for  the  sacrament  with  a fast  than  with  a 
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meal.  In  view  of  changes  in  the  programme  which  called  for  a reception 
on  the  Saturday  evening,  it  was  decided  that  there  should  be  a more 
reflective  preparation  service  late  on  Saturday  night,  with  the  empha- 
sis on  penitence  for  the  sin  of  division,  and  that  some  kind  of  'common 
meal'  as  had  been  suggested  could  be  held  at  some  other  point  in  the 
programme . 


It  was  suggested  that  a slightly  larger  Worship  Committee 
should  be  appointed  for  the  duration  of  the  Commission  meeting,  to  make 
detailed  plans  for  these  services,  and  any  other  matters  arising  in 
connection  with  the  daily  worship  programme.  The  following  were 
proposed: 


Bishop  RODGER,  Professor  SAMUEL,  Dr.  TAYLOR,  Professor  MEDINA, 
Miss  SCHERF,  Miss  TOPLIS  (ex-officio). 

(2)  Church  Union  in  Pakistan  and  North  India 


Dr.  STEWART  reported  on  the  inauguration  of  the  new  Church  of 
North  India  on  November  29th,  1970»  which  he  had  attended,  and  at  which 
he  had  represented  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  (see  FOC  Paper 
No.  57 > P*  30)*  He  had  also  attended  the  Church  of  Pakistan  inaugural 
service  the  same  month.  The  significance  of  these  two  unions  was 
deeply  felt  in  the  Churches  concerned,  there  was  a deep  thankfulness 
that  unity  had  been  reached  after  so  many  years  of  negotiations.  The 
great  flood  disaster  in  Pakistan  which  took  place  shortly  afterwards 
tended  to  obscure  any  reporting  of  the  Church  Union  in  the  rest  of  the 
world,  and  there  was  also  the  fact  that  the  union  affected  only  a 
minutely  small  percentage  of  the  population  in  a predominantly  non- 
Christian  country.  Both  new  Churches  were  looking  forward  to  the 
future  with  renewed  vision,  and  Dr.  STEWART  and  Principal  DAVIES,  who 
had  also  been  present,  felt  that  despite  the  many  problems  which  faced 
the  new  united  Churches  there  was  cause  for  deep  thankfulness  and  much 
encouragement  for  the  future. 

(3)  Faith  and  Order  Visit  to  Cuba 


Dr.  VISCHER  reported  briefly  that  plans  had  been  made  for  a 
Faith  and  Order  visit  to  Cuba.  It  had  been  agreed  that  a team  of  four 
persons  was  to  spend  three  or  four  weeks  with  the  Cuban  Churches. 
Unfortunately  the  visit  had  to  be  postponed. 

FINANCE 


Dr.  MOEDE  reported  on  the  financial  status  of  Faith  and  Order 
within  the  World  Council  of  Churches  structure.  In  1971 > the  Faith  and 
Order  budget  amounted  to  $102,000  as  compared  with  $89,000  in  1970  and 
$73 » 000  in  1969*  In  addition  the  Faith  and  Order  Secretariat  had 
received  in  1969  a special  grant  for  three  years.  At  the  present,  it 
was  not  known  whether  the  grant  would  be  renewed  at  the  end  of  1971. 

Dr.  VISCHER  added  that  in  the  future  Faith  and  Order  would  be 
part  of  Unit  I in  the  new  structure,  and  at  present  it  was  not  known 
what  their  share  of  the  budget  would  be.  The  World  Council  was  having 
problems  with  its  general  budget,  as  contributions  from  the  member 
Churches  had  not  risen  sufficiently  to  cover  the  general  rise  in  costs. 
For  the  last  two  years  there  had  been  a deficit,  and  this  year  the 
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departments  had  been  instructed  to  cut  back  certain  of  their  operations 
in  order  to  ensure  that  there  would  be  a balanced  budget  this  year. 

The  Secretariat  was  trying  to  see  in  what  way  this  could  be  most 
-satisfactorily  achieved.  There  was  a possibility  that  the  salary  for 
the  Faith  and  Order  staff  member  who  dealt  with  church  union  negotiat- 
ions might  be  shared  with  the  Division  of  World  Mission  and  Evangelism. 
This  would  mean,  however,  that  his  work  would  have  to  be  exclusively  in 
this  area.  In  addition  to  salaries,  money  was  also  needed  to  finance 
travel  and  meetings.  If  the  Programme  Projects  grant  was  not  renewed, 
there  would  be  the  danger  of  having  to  curtail  much  of  the  work  now 
being  done. 

FUTURE  MEETINGS 

The  next  meeting  of  the  Working  Committee  would  be  on  Friday, 
13th  August,  1971>  at  the  end  of  the  Commission  meeting. 

The  meeting  closed  at  6.3O  p.m.  on  Sunday,  August  1st. 
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COMMISSION  ON  FAITH  AND  ORDER  MINUTES 


INTRODUCTION 

The  Commission  of  Faith  and  Order  held  its  triennial  meeting 
at  the  Jesuit  College,  Heverlee-Louvain,  Belgium,  from  2nd  - 13th 
August,  1971 • 

During  the  period  of  the  Commission  meeting,  the  participants 
were  invited  to  two  receptions  given  by  the  Catholic  University  of 
Louvain.  The  first,  hosted  by  the  Katholieke  Universiteit  te  Leuven, 
was  held  in  the  Collegium  Sancti  Spiritus  on  Wednesday,  4th  August. 

The  Commission  was  welcomed  by  the  Rector,  Professor  Dr.  De  Somer,  and 
the  Rev.  T.  S.  Sihombing  responded  on  behalf  of  the  Commission.  The 
second  reception,  on  Saturday,  7th  August,  was  given  by  the  Universite 
catholique  de  Louvain  in  the  Salle  du  Musee  des  Halles  Universitaires . 
In  the  absence  of  Mgr.  Edouard  Massaux  the  Commission  was  received  by 
Mgr.  Descamps,  Recteur  Magnifique  de  1 ' Universite , and  Professor  Roger 
Mehl  responded  on  behalf  of  the  Commission. 

OPENING  ACTIONS 

The  Commission  meeting  opened  at  3*00  p.m. , on  Monday,  2nd 
August,  with  worship  in  the  Chapel  of  the  Jesuit  College  at  Heverlee, 
conducted  by  Dr.  J.  R.  NELSON,  chairman  of  the  Working  Committee, 

Fr.  Bernard  VAN  DORPE,  Father  Minister  of  the  Jesuit  College  and  a mem- 
ber of  the  Executive  Committee  which  had  prepared  the  meeting, 

Mgr.  Basile  KRIVOCHEINE  and  Mgr.  AEMILIANOS , both  members  of  the 
Committee  of  Patronage.  The  sermon  was  preached  by  Professor  Andre 
PIETERS  of  the  Protestant  Faculty  of  Theology  in  the  University  of 
Brussels. 


The  service  was  followed  by  the  opening  session  of  the 
Commission  at  4*30  p.m.  Professor  MEYENDORFF  as  Acting  Chairman  took 
the  chair  and  welcomed  the  members.  He  noted  that  this  was  the  first 
time  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  had  met  in  a Roman  Catholic 
institution,  and  expressed  the  Commission's  thanks  to  its  Roman 
Catholic  hosts.  Greetings  were  also  extended  to  the  Commission  by 
Rev.  W.  H0Y0IS  who  said  that  this  meeting  had  provided  a welcome 
opportunity  for  many  of  the  Belgian  Churches  to  meet  together. 

ATTENDANCE 


The  Roll  Call  was  then  taken  of  the  members  present. 

Officers : Professor  John  MEYENDORFF,  Acting  Chairman  of  the 

Commission 

The  Rev.  J.  D.  McCAUGHEY,  Vice-Chairman 
Professor  J.  R.  NELSON,  Chairman  of  the  Working 
Committee 

Members:  Dr.  J.  L.  Ch.  ABINENO 

The  Rev.  E.  A.  ADEGBOLA 
Professor  S.  AGOURIDES 
Professor  B.  N.  ANAGN0ST0P0UL0S 
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The  Rev.  I.  BATISTA 

The  Rev.  Dr.  G.  G.  BEAZLEY,  Jr. 

Professor  A.  J.  BENOIT 

Dr.  T.  BERGSTEN 

Professor  B.  BOBRINSKOY 

Professor  R.  E.  BROWN,  SS 

The  Rev.  Principal  J.  R.  CHANDRAN 

Professor  N.  CHITESCU 

Dean  W.  A.  COOPER 

Metropolitan  N.  CORNEANU 

The  Rev.  Dr.  P.  A.  CROW,  Jr. 

The  Rev.  P.  CUTTRISS 
Professor  W.  DANTINE 
The  Rev.  Principal  R.  E.  DAVIES 
Dr.  P.  DAY 

Professor  J.  DESCHNER 

The  Rev.  B.-D.  DUPUY,  OP 

The  Rev.  Professor  E.  R.  FAIRWEATHER 

Dr.  E.  FLESSEMAN-VAN  LEER 

The  Very  Rev.  Professor  G.  FLOROVSKY 

The  Rev.  Dr.  H.  FLOTTORP 

The  Rev.  J.  GATU 

The  Rev.  Principal  A.  R.  GEORGE 

Professor  W.  F.  GROFF 

Sister  M.-M.  HANDY 

Professor  R.  T.  HANDY 

The  Rev.  Dr.  E.  R.  HARDY 

Professor  G.  HENDRY 

Dr.  E.  HILGERT 

The  Rev.  Dr.  P.  B.  HINCHLIFF 

Miss  C.  HOWARD 

Dr.  R.  JUNGKUNTZ 

The  Rt.  Rev.  J.  KIBIRA 

Professor  J.  KLINGER 

Professor  G.  KONIDARIS 

The  Rev.  Dr.  K.  KOYAMA 

Dr.  M.  K.  KRIKORIAN 

Bishop  Dr.  W.  KRUSCHE 

Dr.  U.  KUHN 

Dom  E.  LANNE,  OSB 

Professor  W.  H.  LAZARETH 

The  Rev.  J.-P.  LEE- WOOLF 

Dr.  B.  LESKO 

Professor  T.  S.  LIEFELD 

The  Rt.  Rev.  T.  MAR  ATHANASIUS 

The  Rt.  Rev.  I.  MASIH 

The  Rev  . Professor  D.  MATHERS 

Professor  G.  MAYEDA 

The  Rev.  Professor  J.  MBITI 

President  J.  I.  McCORD 

Professor  J.  MEDINA 

Professor  R.  MEHL 

Professor  J.  MIGUEZ-BONINO 

Professor  E.  MOLLAND 

Professor  D.  MOODY 

The  Rt.  Rev.  M.  MOUDJUGIN 

Dean  W.  G.  MUELDER 
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Substitutes : 


Professor  E.  NACPIL 

The  Rt.  Rev.  L.  NEWBIGIN 

The  Rev.  D.  PALMA 

Professor  P.  E.  PERSSON 

The  Rev.  Principal  J.  RADHA  KRISHAN 

The  Rev.  V.  RAKOTOARIMANANA 

Professor  J.  RATZINGER 

The  Rev.  Professor  S.  RAYAN,  SJ 

The  Rev.  Professor  J.  K.  S.  REID 

Professor  H.  RIESENFELD 

The  Rt.  Rev.  P.  C.  RODGER 

Mr.  J.  M.  ROSS 

The  Rev.  H.  0.  RUSSELL 

The  Rev.  Professor  Y.  C.  SAMUEL 

The  Rev.  Canon  H.  A.  E.  SAWYERR 

Professor  E.  SCHLINK 

Mr.  P.  SIMIC 

The  Rev.  D.  G.  SIMMERS 

Professor  J.  E.  SKOGLUND 

Professor  K.  STALDER 

The  Rev.  Dr.  W.  STEWART 

Dean  N.  D.  SUH 

The  Rev.  Dr.  T.  M.  TAYLOR 

Professor  A.  THE0D0R0U 

Professor  I.  TSONEVSKY 

The  Rev.  Dr.  E.  VALYI-NAGY 

The  Rev.  Principal  P.  VERGHESE 

Professor  L.  VORONOV 

Professor  G.  WAGNER 

Dr.  W.  M.  S.  WEST 

Professor  D.  D.  WILLIAMS 

Professor  J.  R.  WILLIAMS 

Professor  H.-H.  WOLF 

Aba  G.  M.  YOHANNS 

Professor  N.  YOUNG 

The  Rev.  P.  BONILLA  A.  (for  Professor  J.  GONZALEZ) 
The  Rev.  L.  L.  DURGIN  (for  Professor  C.  W.  WILLIAMS) 
Metropolitan  EMILIANOS  of  Calabria  (for  Metropolitan 

CHRYSOSTOMOS  of  Myra) 

Professor  R.  FULLER  (for  Professor  J.  MACQUARRIE) 
Professor  W.  J.  KASPER  (for  Professor  W.  BURGHARDT) 
The  Rev.  W.  R.  G.  LOADER  (for  Professor  F.  HAHN) 

Mr.  J.  C.  NIELSEN  (for  Professor  J.  AAGAARD) 

Dr.  S.  N0M0T0  (for  Dr.  K.  KITAMORI ) 

Abbe  J.  NTEDIKA  (for  Mgr.  T.  TSHIBANGU) 

Professor  M.  PARVIO  (for  Professor  S.  A.  TEINONEN) 
The  Rev.  Dr.  P.  RICCA  (for  Professor  V.  VINAY) 

Rev.  Fr.  D.  V.  SARKISSIAN  (for  Bishop  K.  SARKISSIAN) 
Professor  J.  SATTERWHITE  (for  Professor  V.  HARDING) 
Dr.  E.  SCHICK  (for  Professor  K.  R.  BRIDSTON) 

Mr.  W.  SOBLE  (for  Professor  R.  F.  ALDWINCKLE) 

The  Rev.  G.  TRAXEL  (for  Professor  E.  SCHWEIZER) 

Dr.  R.  WETH  (for  Professor  J.  MOLTMANN) 

The  Rev.  Canon  G.  D.  YARNOLD  (for  the  Rt.  Rev.  G.  0. 

WILLIAMS) 

The  Rev.  Canon  G.  YOUELL  (for  Prof essor  G.  W. H.  LAMPE) 
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Consultants : 


Committee  of 

Patronage : 


Executive 

Committee ; 


Liaison  Officers: 


Mrs.  Annamarie  AAGAARD 

Professor  J.-J.  von  ALLMEN  (Research  Consultant) 

The  Rev.  S.  W.  ARIARAJAH 

Mr.  P.  B0ESSENK00L 

Mr.  P.  BOUMAN 

The  Rev.  D.  J.  BOWMAN, SJ 

Professor  A.  J.  BRONKHORST 

Mrs.  M.  B.  J.  BROWN 

The  Rev.  Pr.  E.  BUZINDE 

Dr.  S.  COE 

The  Rev.  V.  C0SMA0,0P 
Dr.  R.  DEDEREN 
Professor  A.  DUMAS 
The  Rev.  P.  DUPREY,  PB 
The  Rev.  C.  L.  FURTADO 
Rev.  Pr.  T.  HOPKO 
Professor  A.  JAVIERRE 
Dr.  M.  KOHNSTAMM 
Dr.  Y.  KUMAZAWA 

Professor  P.  S.  MINEAR  (Research  Consultant) 
Professor  P.  M.  MINUS, Jr. 

The  Rev.  Fr.  J.  QUINN, SJ 

The  Rev.  Pr.  R.  ROUSSEAU, SJ 

Miss  T.  SCHERF 

Dr.  R.  SEQUEIRA 

The  Rev.  T.  S.  SIHOMBING 

Dr.  A.  H.  van  SOEST 

Frere  M.  THURIAN  (Research  Consultant) 

Dr.  W.  A.  VISSER'T  HOOFT 
Dr.  C.  YANNARAS 
Dr.  J.  D.  ZIZIOULAS 


H.  E.  Cardinal  L.  J.  SUENENS 
H.  E.  Mgr.  E.-J.  De  SMEDT 
The  Rev.  Dr.  W.  HOYOIS 
Professor  Dr.  A.  PIETERS 
Domine  M.  VOS 
H.  E.  Mgr.  E.  AEMILIANOS 
H.  E.  Mgr.  B.  KRIVOCHEINE 

The  Rev.  Canon  H.  I SHERWOOD  (for  the  Rt.  Rev.  J.  R. 

SATTERTHWHAITE) 

Mgr.  E.  MASSAUX 
M.  P.  De  SOMER 
M.  Victe.  E.  DAVIGNON 
Dr.  M.  KOHNSTAMM 


Mgr.  G.  THILS 

The  Rev.  Fr.  B.  VAN  D0RPE,SJ 
Chan.  A.  HOUSSIAU 

Dr.  W.  B.  BLAKEMORE  (Disciples  of  Christ) 

Dean  W.  A.  COOPER  (Friends  United  Meeting) 

Dr.  G.  GASSMANN  (for  Dr.  U.  DUCHROW  - Lutheran  World 
Federation) 

The  Rev.  Fr.  J.  HAMER, OP  (Roman  Catholic  Church) 
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The  Rev.  Canon  R.  JEFFERY  (for  Rt.  Rev.  J.  W.  A. 

HOWE  - Anglican  Communion) 

The  Rev.  R.  SMITH  (World.  Alliance  of  Reformed 
Churche  s ) 

Councils  of 

Churches  and 
National  Faith 

and  Order  Staff:  The  Rev.  J.  de  GRUCHY  (South  African  Council  of 

Churches) 

The  Rev.  R.  M.  C.  JEFFERY  (British  Council  of 
Churches) 

Dr.  H.  KRUGER  (Okumenische  Cent rale) 

The  Rev.  W.  A.  NORGREN  (NCCC/USA) 

The  Rev.  Dr.  H.  D.  WOOD  (Australian  Council  of 
Churches) 

Gue s t s : Professor  W.  R.  BAIRD 

The  Rev.  Professor  R.  C.  CHALMERS 

Fr.  G.  HEYRBAUT 

The  Rev.  D.  J.  du  PLESSIS 

WCC  Staff:  Co-opted  Staff: 


Dr.  E.  C.  BLAKE 

Professor  N.  EHRENSTROM 

Archpriest  V.  BOROVOY 

Dr.  G.  GASSMANN 

Mr.  M.  CONWAY 

The  Rev.  R.  GROSCURTH 

Mr.  W.  FORKER 

Sister  M.  A.  HOUDART 

Dr.  I.  FRASER 

Mr.  A.  HORNIKX 

Mr.  D.  GILL 

Rev.  Fr.  E.  KERCKHOF, SJ 

Dr.  W.  HOLLENWEGER 

Miss  E.  MANN 

The  Rev.  Canon  D.  JENKINS 

Mr.  A.  S.  McFOSTER-DAVIS 

Dr.  G.  F.  MOEDE 

The  Rev.  R.  TEEUWISSEN 

The  Rev.  B.-T.  MOLANDER 

Mr.  F.  VENNEKENS 

Dr.  K.  RAISER 

Miss  E.  SWAYNE 

Miss  M.  TOPLIS 

Dr.  L.  VISCHER 

Frere  C.  von  WACHTER 

Dr.  T.  WIESER 

Interpreters : 

Secretaries : 

Fr.  D.  de  BACKER 

Mrs.  A.  FAHRNI 

Mrs.  D.  COLEMAN 

Miss  A.  HOPPE 

Mrs.  I.  DOBOSZ 

Miss  P.  LOVEGROVE 

Mrs.  T.  EVDOKIMOFF 

Miss  J.  MACARTHUR 

Mrs.  P.  FIEVET 

Mrs.  P.  SAUNDERS 

Miss  I.  FRIEDEBERG 

Mrs.  R.  SBEGHEN 

Miss  I.  JONAS 

Miss  I.  KIRILLOVA 

Miss  B.  MALLET 

Stewards : 

Fr.  J.  M.  VAN  AGGELEN,  OFM 

Miss  M.-C.  ONGENEART 

Fr.  J.  ALL ARY, SJ 

Miss  A.  P ANHUI S 

Mr.  J.  ALMA 

Mr.  J.  ROELL 
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Mr.  P.  BLOND 

Pr.  J.  G.  J.  VAN  DEN  El JNDEN, OFM 

Mr.  P.  GAALAAS 

Mr.  C.  G.  J.  DE  JONGE 

Mr.  M.  VAN  LEETJWEN 

Miss  H.  LEMARCQ 

Miss  P.  LONG 

Mr.  J.  MATHERS 


Mr.  E.  RUGIRA 
Miss  C.  SIAO-MING 
Mr.  G.  TIRTHA 
Miss  L.  TROCH 
Miss  M.  VERPOOTEN 
Mr.  H.  VOGELAAR 
Miss  R.  WE YN ANTS 


The  Rev.  Fr.  R.  BEAUPERE  (Reporting  Panel) 
Mr.  T.  BEESON 

Mr.  J.  L.  SANDOVAL  CASCAJO  (Reporting  Panel) 
The  Rev.  Fr.  E.  CHIAVACCI  (Reporting  Panel) 
The  Rev.  Fr.  A.  Dulles, SJ 
Mr.  P.  GISEL 

The  Rev.  E.  LANGE  (Reporting  Panel) 

The  Rev.  P.-H.  MOLINGHEN 
Miss  A.  PORTOGHESE 

Lie.  C.  RUIZ-GARRIDO  (Reporting  Panel) 

Mr.  B.  SCHOLTEN 
Dr.  A.  SEEBER 

The  Rev.  Fr.  J.  J.  SULLIVAN,OCD 

The  Rev.  Fr.  R.  TUCCI 

The  Rev.  Fr.  G.  VALLEE 

Abbe  P.  VANBERGEN 

The  Rev.  Fr.  M.  VILLAIN 


APOLOGIES 


Apologies  were  received  from: 

The  Rev.  Dr.  R.  ALVES 

The  Rev.  Principal  L.  G.  CHAMPION 

Bishop  E.  CHAVEZ  CAMPOS 

Mrs.  F.  FLORENTIN- SMYTH 

Bishop  GREGORIUS 

The  Rev.  J.  HAMEL 

Bishop  J.  A.  JOHNSON 

Metropolitan  G.  KHODR 

The  Rev.  S.  NOMENYO 

Professor  V.  SARYTCHEV 

Professor  J.  SMOLIK 

The  Rev.  C.  S.  SONG 

The  Rev.  W.  G.  WICKREMASINGHE 

There  was  then  a moment  of  silent  prayer  in  memory  of  the 
three  members  of  the  Commission  who  had  died  since  the  last  meeting  in 
Bristol  (1967):  Professor  E.  ARNDT,  Rev.  K.  SITOMPUL,  and  the  Rt.  Rev. 
C.  H.  W.  de  SOYSA. 

WORKING  COMMITTEE  REPORT 

The  Chairman  then  called  on  Dr.  NELSON  to  present  the  report 
of  the  Working  Committee.  Since  the  last  meeting  of  the  Faith  and 
Order  Commission  the  Working  Committee  had  met  in  Uppsala  and  Sigtuna 
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in  1968,  Canterbury  in  1969,  and  Cret-Berard  in  1970.  He  expressed 
gratitude  to  the  staff  of  the  Secretariat  in  Geneva  for  their  continu- 
ing work  and  reported  briefly  on  the  study  which  had  led  to  the  theme 
of  the  present  meeting  "Unity  of  the  Church  and  Unity  of  Mankind". 

One  of  the  most  significant  developments  in  the  World  Council 
of  Churches  since  the  last  Commission  meeting  was  the  decision  to 
re-organise  its  structure.  Faith  and  Order  was  now  part  of  Programme 
Unit  I "Faith  and  Witness"  and  it  was  felt  that  this  development  could 
lead  to  valuable  co-operative  work  with  the  other  departments  in  the 
Unit  (Church  and  Society,  Division  of  World  Mission  and  Evangelism, 
Dialogue  with  Living  Faiths  and  Ideologies).  The  Commission  would  have 
the  task  among  others  of  nominating  five  members  to  the  Unit  I 
Committee  which  will  supervise  the  work  of  the  Unit. 

Dr.  NELSON  then  submitted  to  the  Commission  a slate  of 
nominations  for  a Nominating  Committee,  Committee  on  Structure  and 
Constitution,  and  a Worship  Committee  for  the  Conference  (cf.  pp.9,10). 

The  Chairman  of  the  Commission,  Bishop  Harms,  had  resigned 
shortly  after  his  election.  Since  that  time  Professor  John  MEYENDORFF 
had  been  Acting  Chairman  and  the  Working  Committee  now  recommended  that 
the  Commission  should  elect  him  as  its  new  Chairman.  This  was 
unanimously  agreed. 

Dr.  NELSON  then  proposed  the  following  names  of  people  to 
compose  the  Steering  Committee:  Professor  MEYENDORFF,  Chairman  of  the 
Commission;  Professor  McCAUGHEY,  Vice-Chairman  of  the  Commission; 

Dr.  NELSON,  Chairman  of  the  Working  Committee;  President  McCORD 
representing  Committee  I;  Dorn  LANNE  representing  Committee  II; 

Dr.  WAGNER  representing  Committee  III;  Bishop  NEWBIGIN  representing 
Committee  IV;  Mr.  ADEGBOLA  representing  Committee  V;  Dr.  VISCHER  and 
Archpriest  BOROVOY  representing  Faith  and  Order  staff.  This  was 
unanimously  agreed. 

OPENING  ADDRESSES 

At  the  close  of  the  afternoon  session,  Dr.  Eugene  C.  BLAKE, 
General  Secretary  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches,  addressed  the 
Commission;  he  spoke  briefly  about  the  new  structure  of  the  World 
Council  and  stressed  the  importance  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
for  the  work  of  the  World  Council  as  a whole.  It  was  essential  to  have 
a thorough  investigation  of  the  different  fields  of  theology  as  basic 
guidelines.  The  World  Council  was  dependent  on  the  kind  of  insights 
which  Faith  and  Order  could  bring  and  he  felt  that  in  addition  Faith 
and  Order’s  own  understanding  would  be  enriched  by  discussion  and 
co-operation  with  those  departments  concerned  in  more  activist  affairs. 
He  hoped  that  during  the  Commission  meeting  some  attention  could  be 
given  to  the  implications  of  the  new  structure.  In  addition  the 
Central  Committee  had  expressed  the  hope  that  the  Faith  and  Order 
Commission  should  give  advice  and  help  in  drafting  the  new  aims  and 
purposes  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches. 

During  the  evening  session  the  Commission  heard  two  addresses 
on  the  main  theme  by  Cardinal  SUENENS  and  Dr.  Max  KOHNSTAMM.  The  texts 
of  their  addresses  are  to  be  found  in  "Faith  and  Order  1971" 

(FOC  Paper  No.  59). 
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TUESDAY,  August  3rd. 

The  morning  session  opened  with  a Bible  study  by  Professor 
Davis  McCAUGHEY  on  Romans  5:12-22.  Afterwards  the  Commission  heard  the 
report  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Secretariat  from  its  Director,  Dr.  Lukas 
VISCHER  (for  full  text  see  "Faith  and  Order  1971" » FOC  Paper  No.  59) • 
The  discussion  which  followed  Dr.  VISCHER’ s report  concentrated  mostly 
on  questions  of  methodology,  and  his  suggestion  to  work  on  a common 
statement  of  faith. 

Regarding  methodology,  Professor  MEHL  suggested  that  Faith 
and  Order  might  assign  work  which  could  not  be  handled  from  Geneva  to 
institutions  such  as  the  Ecumenical  Institute  at  Strasbourg,  the  Taize 
Community  or  the  Groupe  des  Dombes.  Professor  CHITESCU,  reporting  on 
discussions  he  had  had  with  Metropolitan  CORNEANU  and  Metropolitan 
JUSTIN,  suggested  that  it  might  be  more  profitable  to  concentrate  on 
fewer  themes  and  deal  with  them  in  greater  depth. 

Several  members  strongly  recommended  Dr.  VISCHER’ s suggestion 
concerning  a common  statement  of  faith,  including  Frere  Max  THURIAN  and 
Bishop  RODGER,  who  thought  this  trend  might  counteract  the  danger  that 
theology  might  become  a specialisation  devoid  of  relevance.  Professor 
DESCHNER  also  approved,  but  pointed  out  that  it  implied  a profound 
change  in  Faith  and  Order  methodology  of  which  the  Commission  should  be 
aware . 


Some  members  had  comments  to  make  concerning  past  studies, 
and  suggestions  for  future  ones.  Fr.  VERGHESE,  in  discussing  the  tfeek 
of  Prayer,  felt  that  more  emphasis  on  prayer  and  worship  was  necessary; 
Professor  CHITESCU  suggested  a study  of  spirituality,  and  Fr.  HAMER 
wondered  whether  some  place  might  not  be  found  for  a study  of  the 
charismatic  movement  and  other  new  forms  of  spirituality. 

Fr.  BUZINDE  thought  more  attention  might  be  given  to  the 
Faith  of  the  early  Church  through  a study  of  the  Fathers.  Bishop 
MICHAEL  reminded  the  Commission  that  concern  with  the  unity  of  the 
Church  was  still  its  basic  task,  and  Dr.  FLOTTORP,  while  appreciating 
what  Faith  and  Order  had  done  to  make  contact  with  evangelical  Churches 
outside  the  WCC’s  membership , urged  that  still  more  was  to  be  done, 
since  the  number  of  such  groups  was  constantly  growing  and  there  was  a 
good  deal  of  animosity  toward  the  World  Council  of  Churches. 

In  responding,  Dr.  VISCHER  expressed  the  hope  that  there 
would  be  further  discussion  of  the  question  of  methodology;  the  main 
criterion  should  be  to  provide  the  maximum  possible  participation.  It 
was  true  that  unity  was  still  our  main  field  of  concentration,  but  it 
had  to  be  understood  and  studied  at  various  levels. 

PRESENTATION  OF  MAIN  THEME 

The  afternoon  session  was  devoted  to  a paper  on  the  main 
theme  of  the  conference  "Unity  of  the  Church  and  Unity  of  Mankind"  by 
the  newly-elected  chairman,  Professor  MEYENDORFF,  which  was  followed  by 
two  briefer  papers  commenting  on  it,  by  Professor  MIGUEZ-BONINO  and  the 
Rev.  John  GATU.  (For  the  texts  of  these  papers,  see  The  Ecumenical 
Review,  January  1972.) 
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At  the  evening  session,  after  a "brief  report  by  Canon  JENKINS 
on  the  progress  of  the  Humanum  Study,  the  discussion  on  the  main  theme 
as  set  out  in  the  afternoon  session  was  opened  to  the  plenary  session. 
Several  speakers  addressed  themselves  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  "unity 
of  mankind".  Professor  MEHL  missed  any  reference  to  creation,  and  felt 
this  changed  the  whole  relationship  between  God  and  the  world,  and 
Professor  Daniel  WILLIAMS  made  a similar  point  when  he  suggested  that 
without  some  concept  of  the  relationship  between  God  and  time  it  was 
impossible  to  speak  relevantly  to  present-day  people.  He  regretted 
Professor  MEYENDORFF's  apparent  disdain  for  the  secular,  for  it  seemed 
that  secular  ideologies  were  valuable  in  contributing  to  man's  under- 
standing of  himself. 

Mr.  ROSS  also  pointed  to  difficulties  in  understanding  the 
concept  of  the  unity  of  mankind.  He  felt  it  could  not  be  political, 
economic,  cultural  of  linguistic,  and  thought  it  more  helpful  to  think 
in  terms  of  a community  of  mankind,  as  suggested  by  Dr.  Max  Kohnstamm 
in  his  address.  Professor  SCHLINK  felt  that  the  term  "unity  of  man- 
kind" was  insufficiently  clarified;  it  was  true  that  neither 
anthropology  nor  empirical  sociology  alone  could  provide  an  answer,  but 
the  eschatological  aspect  had  not  been  dealt  with.  Pastor  BATISTA 
thought  it  important  not  to  make  too  great  a separation  between  the 
terms;  the  unity  of  the  Church  and  the  unity  of  mankind  were  not  two 
different  things  but  part  of  the  same  whole.  A unity  of  the  Church 
which  did  not  include  the  unity  of  mankind  could  make  no  sense. 

Others  shared  Professor  MIGUEZ-BONINO * s problem  with  Professor 
MEYENDORFF's  understanding  of  the  eucharist  as  the  point  of  departure 
for  reflection  about  the  main  theme.  It  was  difficult  to  see  the 
eucharist  as  a focus  of  unity  when,  as  Principal  CHANDRAN,  observed,  it 
was  the  point  at  which  Christians  were  most  divided;  and  Professor 
HANDY  suggested  that  if  the  eucharist  were  indeed  the  expression  of  our 
awareness  of  unity,  there  should  be  some  expression  of  this  in  the 
liturgy. 


In  response,  Professor  MEYENDORFF  reminded  the  audience  that 
the  speech  had  been  deliberately  provocative  in  order  to  stimulate 
discussion,  and  from  that  point  of  view  had  been  successful.  Professor 
MIGUEZ-BONINO  had  contended  that  it  was  not  possible  to  start  theolo- 
gising  from  the  eucharist;  if  this  was  to  be  the  starting  place  it  had 
to  be  the  Kingdom  of  God  realised  and  this  could  only  be  done  when 
justice  had  been  achieved.  His  response  was  that  it  was  essential  to 
start  from  here  because  the  eucharist  was  a given  mystery.  The  justice 
we  were  seeking  was  a human  thing,  but  justice  in  the  eucharist  was 
something  that  was  given  and  was  a judgement  far  more  severe  on  those 
who  celebrate  the  eucharist  than  on  those  outside.  This  led  to  the 
question  of  eschatology  and  history  - time  as  the  area  in  which 
Christian  responsibility  lies.  With  regard  to  the  definition  of  the 
unity  of  mankind  in  terms  of  anthropology  and  sociology,  it  was  neces- 
sary for  Christians  to  be  prepared  to  use  the  philosophical  terms  of 
today.  A theocentric  anthropology  could  only  mean  that  man  was  seen  as 
a religious  being;  man's  whole  life  and  existence  could  only  be 
explained  by  reference  to  God. 

WEDNESDAY,  August  4th 

After  an  opening  Bible  Study  by  Professor  Emerito  NACPIL 
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based  on  Acts  10,  the  Commission  started  work  in  Sections  and 
Committees. 

THURSDAY,  August  5th 

Sections 
FRIDAY,  August  6th 

Sections  and  Committees 
SATURDAY,  August  7th 

Sections 
SUNDAY,  August  8th 

H.E.  Cardinal  SUENENS  was  the  principal  celebrant  at  the 
Mass  in  the  Chapel  of  the  Jesuit  College  at  10  a.m. 

Following  the  service  Commission  members  and  their  wives 
were  taken  on  excursions  to  places  of  interest  in  the  area,  which  had 
been  arranged  by  members  of  the  local  Executive  Committee. 

The  evening  session  was  devoted  to  a panel  discussion  on 
"The  Goal  of  the  Ecumenical  Movement".  Papers  were  presented  by 
Professor  Savas  AGOURIDES,  Mrs.  Margrethe  BROWN  and  Fr.  Samuel 
RAYAN,  SJ.  (For  texts  of  these  papers,  see  Appendices  II  and  III) 

MONDAY,  August  9th 

Committees  and  Sections 
TUESDAY,  August  10th 

The  morning  session  was  devoted  to  the  final  meeting  of  the 
Committees. 

In  the  afternoon  a panel  discussion  was  held  in  which  three 
speakers  summarised  the  work  of  the  Sections  in  a presentation  of  the 
main  theme  and  outlined  what  were,  in  their  view,  possible  points  of 
integration  and  future  study.  The  speakers  were  Professor  Joseph 
RATZINGER,  Professor  John  DESCHNER  and  Fr.  Paul  VERGHESE.  (For  texts 
of  these  addresses  see  Appendices  IV,  V and  VI.) 

After  the  members  of  the  panel  had  introduced  the  subject, 
the  discussion  was  opened  to  the  plenary. 

Professor  THE0D0R0U  was  concerned  with  a lack  of  clarity 
regarding  what  church  unity  means;  he  felt  the  panel  was  defining  it  in 
secular  terms.  Professor  MEHL,  on  the  other  hand,  feared  there  was  not 
yet  any  agreement  on  what  is  meant  by  the  unity  of  mankind. 

Prof.  MIGUEZ-B0NIN0  agreed  that  there  is  need  for  greater 
inter-disciplinary  involvement,  and  stressed  particularly  our  lack  so 
far  on  any  "hermeneutic"  for  non-theological  disciplines.  Dean 
MUELDER  echoed  this  concern,  pointing  out  the  methodological 
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difficulties  involved  in  relating,  for  example,  theology  and  sociology 
effectively. 


Mr.  ARIARAJAH  raised  questions  regarding  the  relation  between 
power  and  wealth.  He  stressed  the  inherent  truth  in  Jesus'  statement 
concerning  the  blessedness  of  poverty  and  emphasised  his  feeling  that 
distribution  or  relinquishment  of  power  is  a fruit  of  the  unity  of  man- 
kind, not  a means  to  it.  At  this  point  the  Church  has  a witness  to 
give.  Professor  KUHN  reflected  the  same  viewpoint,  and  suggested  that 
the  question  of  powerlessness  can  be  seen  either  as  a protest  against 
the  oppression  of  man  by  the  wrong  use  of  power  or  as  a testimony  that 
suffering  is  God's  will,  requiring  the  obedience  of  the  Christian.  In 
either  case  the  Cross  is  the  reference  point. 

Miss  HOWARD  felt  the  inclusiveness  of  the  Church  must  be  kept 
in  view;  this  necessitates  the  presence  of  handicapped  people.  Bishop 
NEWBIGIN  agreed,  and  said  that  the  general  theme  needs  always  to  retain 
a balanced  perspective;  the  Gospel  has  to  do  with  the  complete  human 
situation,  including  that  of  the  man  for  whom  no  human  power  or  skill 
can  bring  relief.  Thus  the  relation  between  our  subjects  has  to  be 
understood  in  terms  of  Jesus'  " pro- existence"  for  the  world. 

Professor  SATTERWHITE  expressed  the  feeling  that  the  experi- 
ence of  black  people  and  the  poor  needs  to  be  taken  seriously  in  study 
and  relation  of  the  different  aspects  of  the  theme. 

Prof.  BOBRINSKOY  said  that  in  Faith  and  Order  work  there 
must  be  two  distinct  theological  relationships  of  the  Church  to  the 
world.  First  there  is  the  descending  movement  of  the  Holy  Spirit  to 
infuse  and  inspire  our  work.  But  secondly  there  is  also  the  ascending 
value,  the  lifting  up  to  God  of  our  work.  And  in  this  context  it  is 
possible  to  say  that  the  eucharist  is  our  only  "social  programme". 

From  the  panel  reports  and  the  plenary  discussion,  a draft 
entitled  "Questions  for  Further  Study"  was  prepared.  This  paper  is 
found  in  Appendix  VII. 

WEDNESDAY,  August  11th  - THURSDAY,  August  12th 

During  these  two  final  days  the  Commission  returned  to  work 
in  plenary  session.  Most  of  the  time  was  devoted  to  receiving  and 
commenting  on  the  reports  of  the  five  Committees,  but  other  business 
matters  were  also  dealt  with. 

REPORT  OF  STRUCTURE  COMMITTEE 

Miss  HOWARD  presented  the  report  of  this  committee  and 
briefly  explained  its  outline  (see  Appendix  i). 

Most  of  the  comments  on  Part  A dealt  witn  matters  of 
clarification.  In  response  to  a question  by  Professor  BOBRINSKOY, 

Miss  HOWARD  explained  the  significant  distinction  between 
"constitution"  and  "by-laws".  A constitution  could  only  be  changed  by 
an  Assembly,  whereas  by-laws  (regies  supplementaires ) could  be  amended 
by  the  Central  Committee  by  a simple  majority,  and  were  less  cumbersome. 
It  was  also  established,  in  response  to  a point  raised  by  Professor 
SCHLINK,  that  these  by-laws  could  not  be  altered  by  the  Central 
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Committee  without  the  prior  agreement  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission. 
The  text  of  the  report  was  amended  to  make  this  point  even  clearer. 

Professor  MIGUEZ-BONINO  feared  that  the  efficiency  and 
dynamism  of  Faith  and  Order  might  not  he  sufficiently  ensured  if  the 
present  Faith  and  Order  Constitution  were  turned  into  by-laws  without 
some  revision.  A smaller  sized  Commission,  for  example,  might  be  more 
flexible  and  useful.  He  was  assured  by  Miss  HOWARD  that  the  Structure 
Committee  had  indeed  given  much  thought  to  this,  and  suggested  changes 
would  be  put  before  the  Working  Committee  next  year.  Some  reservations 
were  expressed  by  Professor  KONIDARIS  who  felt  that  the  report  of  the 
WCC  Structure  Committee  should  be  sent  to  the  Churches  for  their 
approval,  but  it  was  pointed  out  that  this  was  a question  to  be  dealt 
with  by  the  World  Council  of  Churches  itself  rather  than  Faith  and 
Order; and  Orthodox  theologians  had  participated  fully  in  the  dis- 
cussions at  all  stages. 

The  vote  on  the  two  parts  of  the  document  was  conducted 
separately.  Miss  HOWARD'S  motion  that  "this  Commission  gives  approval 
to  part  A of  this  document  and  remits  it  to  the  Working  Committee  for 
further  appropriate  action"  was  carried  by  a large  majority. 

Part  B of  the  document  contained  a proposal  for  a revised 
formulation  of  the  first  function  and  purpose  to  be  submitted  to  the 
Central  Committee,  to  read  as  follows: 

"To  call  the  Churches  to  the  goal  of  visible  unity  in  one 
faith  and  in  one  eucharistic  fellowship,  expressed  in 
worship  and  in  common  life  in  Christ,  and  to  advance 
towards  that  unity  in  order  that  the  world  may  believe." 

Professor  HANDY  wondered  whether  the  meaning  of  "advance"  in  this 
context  was  quite  clear,  but  after  a short  discussion  a motion  by 
Dr.  STEWART  to  approve  the  new  text  was  duly  carried. 

REPORT  OF  NOMINATING  COMMITTEE 

The  Rev.  John  GATU,  as  chairman  of  this  Committee,  presented 
his  report.  The  new  Chairman  of  the  Commission,  Professor  John 
MEYENDORFF,  had  already  been  elected.  The  proposals  now  put  before  the 
Commission  concerned  Vice-Chairmen,  Working  Committee,  and  the 
nominations  of  three  Roman  Catholics  and  one  Seventh-Day  Adventist  to 
the  Commission.  There  was  also  a recommendation  that  the  appointment 
of  people  to  serve  in  the  Unit  I Committee  should  be  done  on  an  ad  hoc 
basis  in  consideration  of  future  meeting  places,  and  a request  that 
further  nominations  for  the  Commission  membership  should  try  to  give 
priority  to  laymen  and  women  and  younger  people. 

Dr.  TAYLOR  moved  that  the  report  be  received.  Dr.  SATTERWHITE 
pointed  out  that  there  was  no  black  representative  from  among  the  five 
North  American  members  of  the  Working  Committee. 

Aba  YOHANNS  urged  that  consideration  be  given  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  someone  from  the  Ethiopian  Orthodox  Church.  Mr.  ARIARAJAH 
pointed  out  that  the  Working  Committee  was  too  small  to  be  considered 
representative  in  the  same  way  as  the  Commission,  and  urged  the 
acceptance  of  the  list  as  proposed.  It  was  agreed  that  Dr.  TAYLOR's 
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motion  to  receive  the  report  be  accepted,  and  that  action  should  be 
delayed  until  the  Nominating  Committee  had  had  further  opportunity  for 
discussion. 

Accordingly  on  the  following  day,  Mr.  GATU  reported  further. 
The  Nominating  Committee  proposed  that  the  name  of  Bishop  J.  A.  JOHNSON 
be  substituted  for  that  of  Dr.  GROFF  in  the  list  of  North  American 
members. 


Mr.  NIELSEN  pointed  out  that  this  now  meant  that  out  of  five 
North  American  representatives  three  were  Methodist;  he  did  not  feel 
that  this  could  be  regarded  as  "fair  and  adequate  representation".  He 
proposed  that  Dr.  GROFF's  name  be  restored  and  that  Bishop  JOHNSON 
should  replace  Dr.  NELSON,  who  had  already  served  two  terms  on  the 
Working  Committee.  This  amendment  was  defeated  when  put  to  the  vote. 
Miss  HOWARD  then  proposed  that  the  proposal  to  substitute  Bishop 
JOHNSON'S  name  for  that  of  Dr.  GROFF  should  have  the  added  clause  "but 
that  if  Bishop  JOHNSON  is  unable  to  accept  membership,  the  name  of 
Dr.  GROFF  be  substituted".  This  was  accepted  and  the  list  of 
nominations  as  revised  was  formally  agreed  by  the  Commission. 

The  Commission  then  turned  its  attention  to  the  reports  from 
the  five  Committees. 

(l ) Committee  IV 


This  report  was  in  two  parts.  The  first  part  dealt  with  the 
two  study  reports  which  the  Committee  had  been  asked  to  consider  - the 
reports  on  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  and  on  Common  Witness  and 
Proselytism.  This  part  was  presented  by  Professor  HANDY  and  accepted 
without  discussion.  Part  II  was  presented  by  Bishop  NEWBIGIN,  and  was 
entitled  "Conciliarity  and  the  Future  of  the  Ecumenical  Movement". 

(For  text  see  "Faith  and  Order  1971"  (FOC  Paper  No.  59)  and  The 
Ecumenical  Review,  January,  1972.) 

This  document  met  with  warm  approval  from  a number  of  members. 
Professor  DESCHNER  emphasised  that  its  significance  extended  far  beyond 
the  confines  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches,  and  hoped  that  the 
Working  Committee  would  take  serious  note  of  it  and  give  some  thought 
as  to  the  best  way  of  using  it.  Bishop  RODGER  thought  it  was  one  of 
the  best  ecumenical  documents,  both  in  thought  and  expression,  and 
agreed  with  Professor  DESCHNER  that  its  wider  use  deserved  consider- 
ation. Fr.  BOWMAN  and  Mr.  SMITH  also  expressed  approval.  Others  who 
welcomed  the  document  also  had  some  points  of  clarification  or 
criticism  to  make.  Miss  HOWARD  asked  if  it  would  be  possible  to  define 
the  terms  "ecumenical"  and  "conciliar"  more  clearly  - particularly  if 
the  document  was  to  have  a wide  circulation.  Fr.  VERGHESE  and 
Professor  BOBRINSKOY  both  welcomed  the  paper  but  would  have  preferred 
the  theological  relation  both  to  the  Holy  Spirit  and  to  the  eucharist 
to  be  better  brought  out;  and  Dr.  WEST  who  had  originally  been  very 
critical  now  felt  prepared  to  withdraw  much  of  his  criticism.  Never- 
theless he  felt  that  the  phrase  "coming  together  of  Christians  locally" 
would  not  necessarily  be  interpreted  as  a conciliar  act  by  many  people, 
and  he  urged  that  this  part  be  rephrased.  Professor  THEODOROU, 
however,  was  critical  of  the  whole  idea  of  a council  speaking  for  all 
Christians  while  Christendom  was  still  divided. 
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In  responding,  Bishop  NEWBIGIN  pointed  out  that  the  document 
indicated  that  some  issues  needed  further  study.  He  had  sympathy  for 
Professor  THEODOROU's  position,  but  felt  that  despite  division  there 
were  still  traces  of  conciliarity  which  was  something  that  needed 
encouragement.  He  moved  that  the  document  be  accepted  and  remitted  to 
the  Executive  Committee  as  a response  to  the  Central  Committee  action 
at  Addis  Ababa,  as  well  as  to  the  Faith  and  Order  Working  Committee, 
and  this  was  agreed. 

(2)  Committee  I 

This  report  was  also  in  two  parts.  The  first,  presented  by 
Professor  D.  WILLIAMS,  concerned  the  document  on  the  Authority  of  the 
Bible. 

In  the  discussion  comments  centred  mostly  on  specific  points 
of  expression  in  the  paper,  and  suggestions  for  clarifying  them. 

Fr.  DULLES,  Fr.  BROWN,  Professor  FL0R0VSKY  and  Canon  YARNOLD  all  raised 
points  of  this  kind.  Mr.  ROSS  felt  that  in  some  way  the  document 
seemed  to  be  a retreat  from  the  position  reached  in  Montreal  where  it 
had  been  agreed  that  authority  could  not  be  separated  from  Scripture 
and  tradition.  He  approved  the  recommendation  for  a study  of  authority 
of  the  Old  Testament,  and  hoped  it  might  also  deal  with  the  way  in 
which  the  New  Testament  uses  the  Old  Testament. 

Dr.  FLESSEMAN  said  that  this  study  was  of  the  greatest 
importance  to  the  Churches  in  the  Netherlands.  She  hoped  it  might  be 
possible  for  this  document  to  be  sent  specifically  to  the  Churches, 
with  a request  for  comments  on  it. 

It  was  agreed  that  the  report  be  accepted  and  passed  to  the 
Working  Committee  for  appropriate  action. 

The  second  part  of  the  report  concerned  the  proposal  to 
attempt  the  making  of  a common  statement  of  faith,  as  had  been  suggested 
in  Dr.  VISCHER’s  report  to  the  Commission.  It  was  introduced  by 
Dr.  McCORD  and  Bishop  KRUSCHE.  (See  text  of  revised  version  in  "Faith 
and  Order  1971"  (FOC  Paper  No.  59)). 

The  discussion  focused  mainly  on  paragraphs  two  and  four,  and 
particularly  on  the  sentence  in  paragraph  two  concerning  the  problem  of 
doubt  among  believers  as  well  as  non-believers.  Both  Professor 
FL0R0VSKY  and  Bishop  MICHAEL  were  anxious  that  the  whole  paragraph 
should  be  deleted,  whereas  Professors  SCHLINK  and  MIGUEZ-B0NIN0  thought 
is  sufficient  to  delete  the  sentence.  Professor  MEHL  reminded  the 
group  of  the  authentic  confession  of  Faith  "Lord  I believe,  help  thou 
my  unbelief".  Bishop  KRUSCHE,  in  dealing  with  these  objections, 
explained  what  the  drafting  committee  had  in  mind.  However,  he  was 
prepared  to  omit  the  sentence  which  was  causing  difficulties.  Professor 
THE0D0R0U,  however,  felt  strongly  opposed  to  the  whole  idea  of  the 
document.  To  give  an  account  of  the  hope  in  us  was  impossible  without 
faith,  and  thus  it  was  not  possible  to  state  this  hope  while  its  basis 
of  faith  was  still  a cause  of  division  among  the  Churches. 

After  some  further  discussion  the  report  was  returned  to  the 
drafting  committee  for  further  revision,  and  the  revised  draft  was 
considered  at  a later  session.  Bishop  KRUSCHE  indicated  the  changes 
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that  had  been  made  to  meet  the  criticisms  raised.  Professor  MIGUEZ- 
BONINO  and  Canon  JENKINS  regretted  the  changes  in  the  second  paragraph 
and  the  former  in  particular  felt  that  by  cutting  out  the  controversial 
sentences  some  valuable  insight  concerning  the  agonising  process  of 
dealing  with  doubt  had  been  lost.  After  some  verbal  changes  had  been 
suggested  by  Mr.  ARIARAJAH,  Dr.  WEST  and  others,  the  document  was 
finally  accepted  and  sent  to  the  Working  Committee  for  appropriate 
action. 

(3)  Committee  III 


The  report  of  Committee  III  dealt  with  the  documents  on 
"Baptism,  Confirmation  and  Eucharist",  on  "Beyond  Intercommunion"  and 
on  "The  Ordained  Ministry"  and  was  introduced  by  Bishop  RODGER.  The 
discussion  was  mainly  divided  between  comments  on  the  specific 
documents  and  suggestions  for  changes  in  wording.  Professor  SCHLINK 
urged  that  the  first  two  studies  should  be  published  together  as  a 
single  document,  which  would  not  only  make  them  more  useful  for  study 
groups,  but  also  be  a valuable  record  of  the  amount  of  recent  progress 
made.  He  had  however  one  reservation  about  the  first  document:  The 
way  in  which  the  concept  of  initiation  was  expressed  seemed  to  suggest 
that  it  was  an  ongoing  process,  and  thus  weakened  the  stress  on  the 
once-for-all  nature  of  baptism.  In  reply  Dr.  WAGNER  said  that  the 
intention  had  been  to  safeguard  rather  than  to  weaken  this  once-for-all 
aspect  (eph'hapax).  Different  practices  in  the  Churches  tended  to 
obscure  this  belief,  and  this  led  the  committee  to  recall  the  unity  of 
baptism,  confirmation  and  first  communion  to  be  found  in  the  practice 
of  the  early  Church,  which  saw  the  whole  process  as  a single  event. 

The  fact  that  they  were  now  generally  separated  in  time  tended  to 
obscure  this  unique  once-for-all  character. 

Other  comments  mostly  concerned  the  question  of  inter- 
communion. Fr.  HOPKO  suggested  that  it  was  the  Churches'  increasing 
understanding  of  the  importance  of  the  eucharist  that  led  to  the  strong 
pressure  for  intercommunion,  and  Professor  MEYENDORFF  concurred.  In 
many  ways  the  document  exerted  a certain  psychological  pressure  on 
those  who  still  objected  to  intercommunion,  and  made  it  even  more 
difficult  to  resist.  However,  it  was  important  that  those  who  had 
these  convictions  should  not  feel  apologetic  about  them  but  should  be 
aware  of  the  implications  of  what  they  were  doing.  Mr.  GATU  referred 
to  the  painful  experience  involved  in  the  denial  of  intercommunion  and 
felt  that  in  view  of  Professor  MEYENDORFF' s position  it  might  be  more 
honest  to  admit  that  very  little  progress  had  been  made.  Professor 
CHITESCU  indicated  instances  in  Orthodox  practice  in  which  exceptions 
had  sometimes  been  made  to  the  Orthodox  rules  concerning  intercommunion, 
and  Professor  MEYENDORFF,  in  his  response  to  Mr.  GATU,  felt  that  it  was 
unjust  to  interpret  reluctance  to  allow  intercommunion  as  an  absence  of 
suffering  for  division.  The  instances  given  by  Professor  CHITESCU  were 
important  in  that  they  arose  in  a pastoral  context.  The  pastoral 
emphasis  in  the  document  was  also  noted  by  Mr.  NIELSEN. 

In  the  discussion  on  the  study  of  the  ordained  ministry, 
Professor  SCHLINK  expressed  appreciation  at  the  progress  which  the 
paper  represented.  Dr.  KUHN  agreed,  mentioning  the  need  of  separating 
the  ministry  as  a "profession"  from  some  of  its  patterns;  he  also  felt 
more  study  is  needed  on  the  connection  between  the  ministry  of  the 
whole  people  of  God  and  the  ministry  of  the  ordained.  Bishop  NEWBIGIN 
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appreciated  the  connection  made  between  the  work  of  the  ordained 
minister  and  the  apostolic  ministry.  He  also  suggested  the  need  to 
take  into  greater  account  the  active  prayer  and  spiritual  life  of  the 
minister  as  one  source  of  his  authority. 

Finally,  after  noting  a promising  basis  which  the  ministry 
paper  provided  for  progress  toward  mutual  recognition  of  ministry,  the 
Committee  pointed  to  several  areas  which  merit  further  consideration  in 
the  ongoing  discussion,  cf.  "Faith  and  Order  1971"  (FOC  Paper  No.  59 )• 

In  conclusion,  Fr.  BOROVOY  and  Dr.  WAGNER  summed  up  the 
discussion  and  the  motion  that  the  report  be  accepted  and  referred  to 
the  Working  Committee  for  action  in  the  light  of  this  discussion  was 
agreed. 

(4)  Committee  V 


The  report  on  Church  Union  Negotiations  and  Bilateral 
Conversations  was  introduced  by  Dr.  HINCHLIFFE  in  the  absence  of 
Principal  DAVIES  who  had  been  obliged  to  leave  early.  Since  the  two 
documents  upon  which  the  report  commented  were  so  closely  related  in 
theme,  it  had  been  possible  to  produce  a rather  more  unified  report. 

The  main  points  which  Dr.  HINCHLIFFE  stressed  were  that  Faith  and  Order 
was  being  asked  to  take  more  practical  steps  than  in  the  past  and  also 
to  commend  rather  specifically  those  Churches  which  had  recently 
united. 


The  report  was  welcomed  by  Bishop  NEWBIGIN  and  Mr.  ROSS,  the 
former  asking  for  a reference  to  the  New  Delhi  Statement  on  the  nature 
of  the  unity  we  seek,  and  the  latter  commending  particularly  the 
valuable  pastoral  guidance  which  the  report  gave.  Both  Pastor  BATISTA 
and  Dr.  STEWART  urged  that  the  report  should  be  widely  distributed. 

The  latter  also  felt  that  a reference  to  recent  work  in  church  union 
would  be  encouraging  to  those  working  in  negotiations.  After  several 
suggestions  for  verbal  alterations  had  been  made  the  report  was  com- 
mended and  referred  to  the  Working  Committee  for  further  action  by 
unanimous  consent. 

(5)  Committee  II 

Dorn  LANNE  presented  the  report  on  behalf  of  the  members  of 
Committee  II.  The  first  part  dealt  with  the  study  on  "Catholicity  and 
Apostolicity" , the  second  part  with  the  study  on  "Worship  Today"  and 
the  report  on  the  Week  of  Prayer,  and  the  third  part  was  devoted  to 
recommendations  concerning  participation  in  Faith  and  Order  work  and 
methods  of  study. 

There  was  some  discussion  concerning  the  Week  of  Prayer.  In 
particular  the  proposal  by  the  Joint  Working  Group  to  conduct  an 
inquiry  into  the  observance  of  the  Week  at  the  present  time  throughout 
the  world  was  commended.  Bishop  RODGER  hoped  that  Faith  and  Order 
would  not  in  its  future  work  lose  its  concern  for  the  Week  of  Prayer, 
since  it  not  only  provided  a certain  depth  to  Faith  and  Order  work,  but 
was  also  one  of  the  main  ways  in  which  the  work  of  theologians  was 
linked  with  Christians  in  the  local  church.  There  was  even  room  for 
two  "weeks"  devoted  to  this  work,  he  suggested:  one  to  be  a true  "week 
of  prayer"  which  would  remind  people  that  unity  was  a gift  of  God  and 
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not  something  the  Churches  could  achieve  on  their  own,  and  another 
which  could  be  devoted  to  more  popular  discussion  of  the  theological 
issues  at  parish  level,  so  that  the  work  of  theologians  could  be  better 
understood. 

Most  of  the  comments,  however,  dealt  with  the  third  part  of 
the  report,  on  method.  Dr.  FLESSEMAN,  supported  by  Dr.  FLOTTORP  and 
others,  urged  that  a specific  recommendation  should  be  made  to  ensure 
that  Faith  and  Order  study  reports  should  be  sent  to  the  member 
Churches  for  further  study  and  comment,  and  Fr.  LANNE  agreed  that  an 
amendment  to  this  effect  would  be  incorporated  into  the  text.  Miss 
HOWARD  also  thought  that  this  section  of  the  report  should  also  be 
looked  at  by  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission’s  Committee  on  Structure. 

Professor  MINEAR,  commenting  on  the  proposal  to  "investigate 
the  possibility  of  further  delegating  Faith  and  Order  studies  to 
various  ecumenical  institutes  and  other  centres  of  research"  reminded 
the  Commission  of  the  new  Ecumenical  Institute  of  Advanced  Theological 
Studies  in  Jerusalem,  with  which  he  was  now  connected,  and  expressed 
the  hope  that  many  of  the  projects  undertaken  there  would  be  of 
interest  to  Faith  and  Order.  He  recommended  that  when  members  of  the 
Faith  and  Order  Secretariat  had  study  leave  at  regular  intervals  (as  he 
hoped  they  would) , the  Jerusalem  Institute  would  be  considered  as  a 
place  to  spend  such  leave.  In  addition,  members  of  the  Commission, 
either  working  individually  or  in  small  groups  completing  a given  pro- 
ject, might  possibly  find  the  centre  in  Jerusalem  a valuable  place  in 
which  to  spend  a semester.  Dr.  MINEAR' s suggestion  was  well  received, 
and  the  hope  was  expressed  that  the  Faith  and  Order  Secretariat  would 
take  note  of  it. 

After  responding  to  the  points  made,  Fr.  LANNE  moved  that  the 
report  be  accepted  and  transmitted  to  the  Working  Committee  for 
appropriate  action.  This  was  agreed  unanimously. 

CONSPECTUS  OF  STUDIES 

On  behalf  of  the  Steering  Committee,  Dr.  NELSON  introduced 
the  Conspectus  of  Studies  which  had  been  drawn  up  as  a way  of  bringing 
together  and  classifying  the  various  recommendations  for  future  study 
which  had  been  made  by  the  Commission  in  the  Sections  and  Committees 
during  the  Louvain  meeting.  It  was  explained  that  the  main  function  of 
the  document  was  to  guide  the  Working  Committee  and  the  staff  of  the 
Secretariat  in  the  setting-up  of  future  studies  and  to  ensure  that 
there  was  no  overlapping. 

There  was  some  discussion  concerning  the  work  which  could 
properly  be  considered  to  be  the  function  of  Faith  and  Order,  and  the 
particular  studies  which  could  more  profitably  be  undertaken  in  con- 
junction with  other  WCC  departments.  For  example,  the  study  on  non- 
violence proposed  by  Dean  COOPER  as  an  angle  from  which  the  question 
of  "conflict  and  community"  could  be  viewed,  was  one  which  was  already 
the  concern  of  the  Department  on  Church  and  Society.  On  the  other 
hand,  both  Professors  MIGUEZ-BONINO  and  MATHERS  were  anxious  that  some 
of  the  special  concerns  arising  out  of  the  Section  discussions  should 
not  be  set  aside  because  they  seemed  not  to  be  immediately  relevant  to 
traditional  Faith  and  Order  themes.  Professor  MATHERS  instanced  in 
this  connection  the  question  of  "power  and  powerlessness"  which  had 
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grown  out  of  Section  IV’ s work. 

Professor  DUMAS  thought  that  the  main  difficulty  lay  in 
relating  the  first  part  of  the  theme,  on  the  "unity  of  the  Church"  to 
the  second  part  on  the  "unity  of  mankind",  and  suggested  that  this 
might  be  done  by  using  certain  studies  made  within  the  church  context 
and  trying  to  apply  them  to  the  wider  context  of  the  world  - for 
example,  a discussion  of  how  the  model  of  conciliarity  could  help  in 
the  understanding  of  economic  or  political  situations  outside  the 
church. 


Professor  MEHL  commented  on  the  question  of  inter- 
disciplinarity in  connection  with  the  various  future  studies,  which  had 
been  raised  by  various  speakers.  He  wondered,  however,  to  what  extent 
the  Section  discussions  on,  for  example,  racism  or  the  handicapped,  had 
really  been  able  to  bring  out  a specifically  theological  viewpoint;  and 
he  urged  that  future  studies  should  be  confined  to  topics  upon  which 
Faith  and  Order  really  had  something  to  say  and  a definite  contribution 
to  make.  Mr.  ROSS  agreed,  and  instanced  the  proposed  study  of  "power 
and  powerlessness"  which  he  thought  needed  some  reconsideration:  was  it 
not  more  the  responsible  exercise  of  power  which  should  be  discussed, 
rather  than  mere  power  itself? 

In  summing  up,  Dr.  NELSON  thanked  the  Commission  members  for 
their  comments,  which  would  be  taken  into  consideration  before  the 
studies  were  set  up.  Dr.  VISCHER  also  expressed  appreciation  for  the 
discussion,  and  hoped  that  the  programme  to  be  developed  would  help 
Faith  and  Order’s  own  understanding  of  itself  and  its  future  work.  The 
programme  could  only  be  carried  out  with  the  full  collaboration  of 
Faith  and  Order  Commission  members,  and  he  hoped  that  all  would  help  in 
this  new  study  process. 

The  Conspectus  was  then  formally  received  and  remitted  to  the 
Working  Committee  for  action  in  the  light  of  the  discussion,  by  unani- 
mous consent.  (See  "Faith  and  Order  1971"  (FOC  No.  59)). 

MISCELLANEOUS  ACTIONS 

(l)  Greetings 

(a)  Telegrammes  of  good  wishes  and  regrets  for  their  absence 
were  sent  to  two  members  of  the  Commission,  Rev.  J.  HAMEL  and  Dr.  J. 
SMOLIK,  who  were  unable  to  obtain  exit  visas  to  attend  the  meeting. 

(b)  A vote  of  thanks  was  expressed  to  Dr.  A.  T.  DeGROOT, 
Honorary  Archivist,  for  the  magnificent  work  he  had  done  on  the  second 
edition  of  his  bibliography  of  Faith  and  Order  numbered  publications. 
This  work  had  just  been  completed  and  was  of  immense  value  to  those 
studying  the  Faith  and  Order  movement. 

(c)  A message  of  congratulations  was  sent  to  the  Bishop  of 
Bangor  (the  Rt.  Rev.  G.  0.  WILLIAMS),  a member  of  the  Commission,  on 
his  election  as  Archbishop  of  Wales. 
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(2)  Worship 

In  addition  to  the  Roman  Catholic  Mass  on  Sunday,  August  8th, 
there  was  also  a celebration  of  the  Orthodox  Liturgy  on  Friday, 

August  6th,  and  a Communion  Service  according  to  the  rite  of  the  United 
Church  of  East  Africa  on  Wednesday,  August  11th. 

A Preparation  Service  for  Holy  Communion  was  held  on 
Saturday,  August  7th,  and  a special  service  was  led  by  youth 
participants  on  Monday,  August  9th. 

(3)  Closing  Actions 

At  the  final  plenary  session  on  Thursday,  August  12th,  the 
Vice-Chairman,  Professor  McCAUGHEY  expressed  the  thanks  of  the 
Commission  to  all  those  who  had  contributed  to  the  success  of  the  meet- 
ing. Special  tribute  was  paid  to  the  Fathers  in  the  Jesuit  College,  on 
whom  the  bulk  of  the  day-to-day  responsibility  had  fallen,  and  partic- 
ularly to  Fr.  Bernard  VAN  DORPE,SJ,  the  Father  Minister. 

This  final  session  was  then  followed  by  closing  worship  which 
took  the  form  of  a Fellowship  Meal  held  in  the  refectory  of  the  Jesuit 
College. 
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WORKING  COMMITTEE  MINUTES 


The  newly-elected  Working  Committee  met  on  Friday,  13th 
August,  1971 » at  the  Jesuit  College,  Eeverlee-Louvain,  after  the  close 
of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  meeting. 


ATTENDANCE 


The  following  were  present: 

Officers : The  Rev.  Professor  J.  R.  NELSON,  Chairman  of  the 

Working  Committee 

Miss  C.  HOWARD,  Vice-Chairman  of  the  Commission 
Dorn  E.  LANNE,  OSB,  Vice-Chairman  of  the  Commission 

Members:  The  Rev.  E.  A.  ADEGBOLA 

The  Rev.  I.  BATISTA 
Professor  N.  CHITESCU 
Professor  J.  DESCHNER 
Dr.  E.  FLESSEMAN-VAN  LEER 
Professor  H.  FLOTTORP 
Professor  W.  H.  LAZARETH 
Professor  B.  LESKO 
The  Rev.  Professor  J.  D.  McCAUGHEY 
The  Rev.  Professor  D.  MATHERS 
Professor  J.  MEDINA 
The  Rt.  Rev.  L.  NEWBIGIN 
The  Rev.  Professor  J.  K.  S.  REID 
Professor  V.  C.  SAMUEL 
Professor  L.  VORONOV 
Professor  H.-H.  WOLF 

Staff:  Archpriest  V.  BOROVOY 

The  Rev.  Dr.  G.  F.  MOEDE 
The  Rev.  Dr.  K.  RAISER 
The  Rev.  Dr.  L.  VISCHER 


Interpreters : 


Mrs.  I.  DOBOSZ 
Mrs.  T.  EVDOKIMOFF 
Miss  I.  FRIEDEBERG 
Miss  I.  KIRILLOVA 


Minute  Secretary:  Miss  E.  SWAYNE 


APOLOGIES 


Apologies  for  absence  were  received  from: 

The  Rev.  Professor  J.  MEYENDORFF,  Chairman  of  the 
Commission 

The  Rev.  J.  GATU,  Vice-Chairman 
Professor  E.  NACPIL,  Vice-Chairman 
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APOLOGIES 


Professor  S.  AGOURIDES 

Metropolitan  CHRYSOSTOMOS  of  Myra 

Bishop  J.  A.  JOHNSON 

The  Rev.  Dr.  K.  KOYAMA 

The  Rev.  Professor  John  MBITI 

The  Rev.  S.  NOMENYO 

Professor  J.  SMOLIK 

Dr.  W.  M.  S.  WEST 


OPENING  OF  THE  MEETING 

The  Chairman, Dr.  NELSON, opened  the  meeting  with  prayer  at 
8.30  a.m.  and  welcomed  the  new  members. 


FUTURE  MEETINGS 

There  was  a long  discussion  on  the  question  of  the  date  and 
place  of  the  next  meeting  of  the  Working  Committee.  It  had  been  hoped 
that  it  might  be  possible  to  save  money  by  having  only  one  meeting  of 
the  Working  Committee  between  this  Commission  meeting  and  the  next, 
planned  for  August,  1974*  This  next  Working  Committee  meeting  could 
be  held  in  connection  with  the  DWME  Conference  on  "Salvation  Today", 
to  take  place  in  Indonesia  from  29th  December,  1972,  to  13th  January, 
1973*  The  Working  Committee  recognised  that  this  would  provide  a very 
valuable  opportunity  for  consultation  and  developing  work  in  connection 
with  the  study  programme;  in  addition  Bishop  NEWBIGIN  had  invited  the 
Working  Committee  to  hold  the  meeting  in  Madras.  However,  it  became 
clear  that  in  view  of  the  amount  of  work  to  be  done,  the  Working  Com- 
mittee would  require  more  than  one  meeting  before  the  next  full  Commis- 
sion meeting,  and  it  was  finally  agreed  that  it  would  be  preferable  to 
have  Working  Committee  meetings  in  August,  1972  and  1973>  with,  if 
possible,  an  ad  hoc  meeting  in  Indonesia  in  connection  with  the  DWME 
Conference,  to  be  attended  by  those  Faith  and  Order  Commission  members 
who  were  there  in  other  capacities,  plus  any  Working  Committee  members 
from  the  surrounding  area  who  might  be  able  to  do  so. 

It  was  also  agreed  that  the  1972  meeting  should  be  held 
immediately  before  the  Central  Committee  in  Utrecht,  perhaps  in  the 
same  place,  or  at  least  nearby.  This  would  mean  that  the  Faith  and 
Order  members  elected  to  the  Unit  Committee  of  Programme  Unit  I would 
have  a minimum  of  extra  travel. 

In  summing  up,  the  Chairman  laid  out  the  following  tentative 


schedule  for  the 

next  triennium: 

1972 

Working  Committee 

August  3rd- 8th 

Either  in  or 
near  Utrecht 

1973 

Ad  hoc  Committee 

January  10th 

Indonesia 

38 


1973  Working  Committee  August 


1974  Faith  and  Order  August 

Commission 


perhaps  in 
Eastern  Europe, 
Czechoslovakia, 
Rumania,  USSR 

Africa 


The  Secretariat  was  authorised  to  go  ahead  with  the 
arrangements  on  this  basis. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  COMMITTEES 

I . Unit  I Committee  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches 


Dr.  NELSON  recalled  that  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
Nominations  Committee  had  remitted  the  appointment  of  these  represen- 
tatives to  the  Working  Committee,  as  it  had  been  thought  preferable  to 
appoint  different  people  each  year,  depending  to  some  extent  on  the 
place  of  the  Central  Committee  meeting. 

Dr.  YISCHER,  in  response  to  questions  from  several  members, 
said  it  had  not  yet  been  finally  established  whether  three  or  five 
members  should  be  appointed;  this  would  depend  on  the  decision  of  the 
next  Executive  Committee  meeting.  It  was  advisable  that  Working  Com- 
mittee members  who  are  already  on  the  Central  Committee  should  not  be 
appointed,  since  they  would  probably  be  on  the  Unit  Committee  already 
(Working  Committee  members  in  the  Central  Committee  are:  The  Rev.  E. 

A.  ADEGBOLA,  Professor  S.  AGOURIDES , Metropolitan  CHRYSOSTOMOS  OF  MYRA, 
and  Professor  L.  VORONOY) . 

Miss  HOWARD  pointed  out  that  the  minutes  of  the  Central 
Committee  at  Addis  Ababa  required  one  of  the  members  to  be  the  chair- 
man. As  far  as  Faith  and  Order  was  concerned,  it  was  not  clear  whether 
this  meant  the  Commission  chairman  or  the  Working  Committee  chairman, 
and  she  proposed  that  both  be  appointed. 

It  was  also  thought  that  it  would  be  important  to  have  a 
Roman  Catholic  among  the  appointees,  but  it  was  not  clear  whether 
people  from  non-member  Churches  could  be  on  the  Unit  Committee.  How- 
ever, it  was  decided  to  test  the  issue  by  including  the  name  of  a 
Roman  Catholic. 

The  following  members  of  the  Working  Committee  were  finally 
chosen  after  further  discussion  to  serve  on  the  Unit  I Committee  for 
the  next  year: 

The  Rev.  Professor  J.  MEYENDORFF 

The  Rev.  Professor  J.  R.  NELSON 

Dorn  E.  LANNE 

Miss  C.  HOWARD 

The  Rev.  J.  GATU 
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If  it  was  established  that  only  three  were  to  be  appointed, 
the  first  would  be  the  ones  nominated.  It  was  also  decided  that  Bishop 
NEWBIGIN  would  act  as  substitute  for  any  member  unable  to  attend. 


II.  Nominating  Committee 

There  was  some  discussion  as  to  whether  this  Committee  should 
be  one  of  five  or  six  people  who  would  work  together  by  correspondence 
during  the  coming  year,  or  whether  it  would  be  better  to  have  two  or 
three  people  within  a reasonable  distance  of  Geneva  who  could  have  a 
brief  week-end  meeting  with  Dr.  VISCHER.  It  was  eventually  decided  that 
the  latter  method  would  prove  simpler. 

Some  members  were  anxious  that  someone  from  Latin  America 
should,  if  possible,  be  one  of  the  members  in  order  that  a greater 
choice  of  names  from  that  area  could  be  provided.  Dr.  LESKO,  however, 
offered  to  consult  with  Professor  MIGTJEZ-BONINO  and  bring  with  him  a 
list  when  he  came  to  Geneva  for  a meeting  in  November,  and  it  was  felt 
that  this  would  be  most  helpful. 

Miss  HOWARD  asked  whether  a letter  could  be  written  to  the 
Faith  and  Order  Commission  members  to  remind  them  of  the  request  made 
at  the  Louvain  meeting  for  names  of  possible  candidates,  including 
especially  lay  men  and  women  and  younger  people.  Dr.  VISCHER  said  that 
this  would  be  done,  and  they  would  be  asked  to  submit  names  before 
November  15th.  Shortly  thereafter  the  meeting  would  be  held  to  sort 
out  the  names  and  take  any  necessary  decisions.  These  would  then  be 
circulated  to  the  full  Working  Committee  for  comment.  Then,  in  1972, 
it  would  be  necessary  to  approach  the  Churches  from  which  the  selected 
candidates  came,  as  the  Churches  had  to  give  approval  before  the 
elections  could  take  place.  It  was  finally  proposed  that  the  Nominating 
Committee  should  consist  of  Dr.  WOLF,  Dr.  FLESSEMAN,  and  Dr.  SMOLIK, 
with  Dr.  WOLF  as  chairman. 


III.  Committee  on  Structural  and  Constitutional  Questions 

The  Working  Committee  expressed  gratitude  to  Miss  HOWARD 
for  the  work  done  as  convener  of  this  Committee  during  the  Faith  and 
Order  Commission  meeting  and  it  was  unanimously  agreed  that  she  should 
continue  in  this  capacity.  Dr.  VISCHER  thought  that  for  the  period 
until  the  next  Working  Committee  meeting  the  Structure  Committee's 
work  could  be  done  by  correspondence,  since  it  was  not  necessary  to 
have  detailed  recommendations  at  this  stage.  Miss  HOWARD  asked  that  in 
this  case  the  number  of  members  could  be  kept  to  six,  as  this  would 
facilitate  the  correspondence  aspect  of  the  work.  This  was  agreed  and 
the  following  five  other  members  were  appointed: 

Mr.  ADEGBOLA,  Fr.  LANNE,  Professor  LAZARETH,  Dr.  NELSON, 
Professor  VORONOV. 

Fr.  MEDINA  urged  that  when  the  question  of  the  Commission's 
future  size  came  up  it  would  be  essential  to  bear  in  mind  the  desire 
which  had  been  rather  clearly  expressed  among  the  Faith  and  Order 
Commission  members  for  as  wide  a representation  as  possible.  It  was 
agreed  that  at  the  next  Working  Committee  meeting  members  would  have 
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an  opportunity  to  discuss  specific  proposals  from  its  newly-appointed 
Structure  Committee. 

DISCUSSION  OF  CONSPECTUS 

This  discussion  concentrated  mainly  on  three  points:  the 
question  of  what  should  be  done  with  the  documents  considered  at  the 
Faith  and  Order  Commission  meeting,  the  question  of  methodology,  and 
various  suggestions  concerned  with  future  study. 

(1)  With  regard  to  the  first  point,  Fr.  MEDINA  asked  if  it  would 
be  at  all  possible  to  introduce  some  kind  of  classification  of  docu- 
ments, so  that  the  Churches  would  be  better  able  to  understand  their 
significance  and  status.  He  suggested  three  categories:  a.  Documents 
with  consensus,  which  Churches  might  be  asked  to  react  to  in  some  way; 

b.  Study  documents  which  could  be  used  as  a basis  for  further  work; 

c.  Reports . 

Dr.  VISCHER  agreed  it  was  important  to  make  clear  the  status 
of  the  documents  from  the  Louvain  meeting  when  they  were  published  and 
circulated.  The  category  of  consensus  documents  might  include  the 
summary  statements  on  baptism,  the  eucharist  and  the  ordained  ministry, 
and  perhaps  the  Committee  IV  report  on  conciliarity. 

The  question  of  sending  documents  of  particular  significance 
to  member  Churches  for  comment  was  again  raised.  Some  felt  that  certain 
of  the  Louvain  documents  were  of  sufficient  importance  to  merit  this 
treatment,  in  particular  the  statement  on  conciliarity  from  Committee 
IV.  Bishop  NEWBIGIN  suggested  that  this  report  on  conciliarity  be  sent 
also  to  national  and  regional  councils  of  churches.  It  was  agreed  that 
these  documents  should  be  submitted  to  the  Executive  Committee,  and 
sent  later  to  the  member  Churches  with  a covering  letter  explaining 
their  significance  and  asking  for  comments.  It  was  recognised  also  that 
other  documents,  such  as  the  one  on  the  Authority  of  the  Bible,  might  be 
of  particular  significance  to  certain  specific  Churches  or  groups. 

The  question  of  communication  with  non-member  Churches  was 
raised  by  Fr.  LANNE.  He  pointed  out  that  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  was 
extremely  interested  in  the  work  being  done  by  Faith  and  Order,  but 
that  it  was  virtually  impossible  for  the  Secretariat  for  Promoting 
Christian  Unity  in  Rome  to  be  in  contact  with  all  episcopal  conferences, 
particularly  the  smaller  ones  whose  staffs  and  resources  were  more 
limited.  It  was  these,  however,  who  needed  more  urgently  to  be  kept  in 
touch  with  Faith  and  Order  work,  since  many  of  them  had  very  little 
idea  of  what  was  happening.  He  wondered  if  there  were  any  ways  in  which 
contact  could  be  made  with  these  episcopal  cnnferences.  It  was  recog- 
nised that  this  posed  some  problems,  but  it  was  hoped  that  the  question 
could  be  investigated. 

(2)  Professor  DESCHNER  stressed  particularly  the  question  of 
methodology  and  felt  that  it  could  not  possibly  be  avoided  as  part  of 
Faith  and  Order’s  future  study  work.  Dr.  VISCHER,  while  agreeing  that 
the  methodology  question  is  one  of  great  importance,  wondered  whether 

it  might  not  be  better  done  by  discussions  between  the  Working  Committee, 
the  Secretariat  and  other  WCC  staff  in  connection  with  the  proposed 
study  programme,  rather  than  as  a separate  study.  The  Secretariat  would 
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then  produce  a report  for  discussion  at  the  next  Working  Committee 
meeting.  Miss  HOWARD  and  others  agreed  with  this  suggestion,  and  Bishop 
NEWBIGIN  saw  it  as  something  which  could  well  he  done  with  the  staff 
of  the  other  sub-units  in  Unit  I. 

The  Working  Committee  also  spent  some  time  in  commenting  on 
the  outline  of  study  in  the  Conspectus.  Professor  DESCHNER  suggested 
they  might  be  grouped  as  follows: 

!l}  Methodology 

2)  Study  on  a Common  Expression  of  Faith 
3)  The  Church  and  Humanity 
4J  Conciliarity 
5)  The  Local  Church 

The  work  might  be  begun  with  "initiative  groups"  in  each  of 
these  spheres  which  could  produce  detailed  reports  for  the  next  meeting 
of  the  Working  Committee. 

The  danger  of  duplication  and  overlapping  was  pointed  out, 
and  Bishop  NEWBIGIN  reminded  the  Working  Committee  of  Professor  Mehl's 
question  as  to  whether  Faith  and  Order  really  had  anything  particular 
to  contribute  to  the  discussion.  If  we  did  have  something  particular 
to  say,  then  we  should  be  less  afraid  of  "triumphalism"  and  be  pre- 
pared to  speak  out. 

Miss  HOWARD  urged  that  the  work  done  in  Section  IV  on  the 
handicapped  should  be  more  strongly  focused  in  the  study  on  the  Church 
and  Mankind.  Taken  from  the  standpoint  of  the  "dispossessed"  or  "dis- 
inherited" and  thus  including  those  "marginalised"  by  reason  of  race, 
of  age  as  well  as  physical  handicap,  this  study  could  more  readily  be 
seen  as  one  on  which  a theological  view  could  bring  a more  profound 
understanding. 

There  was  also  some  discussion  on  the  question  of  the  study 
on  the  Common  Expression  of  Faith,  and  how  this  might  be  handled. 
Professor  WOLF  wondered  how  much  direction  such  a study  should  have, 
and  Bishop  NEWBIGIN  pointed  out  that  the  way  in  which  such  a statement 
of  faith  would  be  expressed  would  vary  in  different  cultural  situations. 
It  was  therefore  important  to  have  the  work  done  in  a variety  of  regio- 
nal groups,  so  that  the  Church  would  be  enabled  to  speak  relevantly  to 
its  local  situation.  Dr.  VISCHER  and  Professor  REID,  however,  pointed 
out  that  such  a common  statement  would  be  addressed  as  much  to  those 
inside  the  Church  as  to  others,  and  thus  both  the  dogmatic  and  apolo- 
getic elements  should  be  kept  together. 

It  was  agreed  that  the  Conspectus  as  it  stood  would  need 
some  revision,  and  the  Working  Committee  authorised  the  staff  of  the 
Secretariat  to  make  such  changes  as  seemed  necessary  in  the  light  of 
the  present  discussion. 
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FINAL  ACTIONS 

Dr.  NELSON  reported  that  Dr.  VISCHER  would  be  on  study  leave 
for  five  or  six  months,  beginning  in  October,  1971*  Fr.  BOROVOY  would 
take  his  place  as  Acting  Director  during  this  period,  and  his  other 
responsibilities  would  be  divided  among  the  staff,  with  Dr.  RAISER 
acting  as  liaison  with  the  Joint  Working  Group. 

The  meeting  was  closed  at  12.10  p.m.  with  the  blessing  given 
by  Fr.  BOROVOY. 
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APPENDIX  I 

REPORT  OF  THE  FAITH  AND  ORDER  COMMISSION  * S COMMITTEE  ON  STRUCTURE 

A.  STRUCTURE 


Introduction 


1.  At  its  meeting  in  1970>  the  Working  Committee  at  Cret- 
Berard  considered  an  outline  of  the  suggested  restructuring  of  the 
World  Council  of  Churches  as  it  affected  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission, 
and  its  response  is  to  be  found  in  the  Minutes  of  that  meeting 
(pages  22-25).  The  final  report  of  the  Committee  on  Structure,  as 
accepted  by  the  Central  Committee  at  Addis  Ababa  in  January,  1971 » 
differed  in  important  respects  from  the  earlier  outline,  and  in 
particular,  the  proposals  for  Programme  Unit  I on  Faith  and  Witness  (in 
which  Faith  and  Order  is  placed)  are  a substantial  improvement  and 
offer  the  opportunity  of  a fruitful  interchange  with  the  other  sub- 
units. 


2.  The  final  decision  on  constitutional  questions  can  only 
be  made  by  the  next  Assembly  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches,  and  the 
Commission  on  Faith  and  Order  will  meet  again  before  this  in  1974*  On 
that  occasion  it  would  be  apprpriate  for  the  Commission  to  take  formal 
constitutional  actions,  but  as  the  proposed  new  structure  is  still 
fluid  in  certain  areas,  Faith  and  Order  can  share  in  the  shaping  of 
the  future  patterns. 

3.  New  structure  as  it  affects  the  Faith  and  Order 

Commission: 


(a)  Among  the  three  Programme  Units  to  be  provided  for  under  the 
Rules  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches,  Programme  Unit  I,  Faith  and 
Witness,  groups  the  following  sub-units: 

The  Commission  on  Faith  and  Order 

The  Commission  on  World  Mission  and  Evangelism 

Working  Group  on  Church  and  Society 

Working  Group  on  Dialogue  with  Men  of  Living  Faiths  and 
Ideologies 

(b)  There  will  be  a Programme  Unit  Committee  to  be  appointed  by  the 
Central  Committee,  consisting  of  forty-two  members  (thirty  members  of 
the  Central  Committee  and  twelve  members  representing  the  sub-units). 

(c)  The  Commission  on  Faith  and  Order  (in  line  with  other  sub-units) 
would  be  regulated  not  by  its  own  constitution  but  by  its  own  by-laws 
enacted  by  the  Central  Committee  or  Assembly. 

4.  (a)  In  this  new  structure,  Unit  I provides  a framework 

for  collaboration  and  is  to  be  welcomed  wholeheartedly.  It  will 
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provide  an  excellent  opportunity  for  developing  programmes  jointly  with 
the  other  sub-units. 

(b)  The  Unit  I Committee  has  not  yet  been  set  up  nor  has  its  precise 
mandate  been  finally  formulated.  When  the  Unit  Committee  meets  in 
Summer,  1972,  it  will  discuss  the  final  working  of  its  aims  and  func- 
tions, and  work  out  its  programme.  Members  of  the  Faith  and  Order 
Commission,  through  their  membership  of  the  Unit  Committee, will  be  able 
to  share  in  this  task. 

Questions  that  arise  for  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  from  the  new 

Structure 


5*  Is  the  integrity  of  Faith  and  Order  sufficiently  safe- 
guarded? 


The  Committee  asked  one  of  its  members,  Dean  Muelder,  to 
examine  the  relevant  documents  and  he  reports  as  follows: 

The  various  documents  to  be  examined  are:  the  Revised 
Constitution  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches,  its  Rules,  the  Report  of 
the  Structure  Committee,  and  the  Minutes  of  the  Central  Committee  meet- 
ing of  January  1971  at  Addis  Ababa.  These  documents  should  be  taken 
as  a whole. 

(a)  The  Revised  Constitution  (Minutes  of  Central  Committee,  January, 
1971 » p.  204)  explicitly  includes  the  Faith  and  Order  movement  in  the 
Functions  and  Purposes  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches. 

(b)  The  Programme  Unit  I,  Faith  and  Witness,  is  referred  to  in  the 
Section  on  Rules  (see  Minutes,  p.  215),  though  no  outline  of  Unit  aims 
is  given  there. 

(c)  The  Unit  Aims  and  Functions  are  stated  in  paragraph  69  of  the 
Report  of  the  Structure  Committee  (see  Minutes,  p.  162)  and  indicate 
considerable  explicit  coherence  with  the  functions  of  Faith  and  Order 
as  stated  in  its  present  constitution.  There  are  explicit  references 
to  the  historic  work  and  traditions  of  Faith  and  Order  in  paragraphs  67 
and  68  of  the  Report  of  the  Structure  Committee  (see  Minutes,  p.  l6l). 
It  is  understood  that  the  "Functions"  of  Faith  and  Order  will  be 
included  under  the  future  by-laws  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches. 

(d)  The  Minutes  of  the  1971  meeting  of  the  Central  Committee  at  Addis 
Ababa  contain  a report  of  the  debate  on  Structure,  including  the  place 
of  Faith  and  Order  in  it  (see  Minutes,  pp.  25-28).  This  discussion  is 
a permanent  reference  point  for  the  constitutional  intentions  of  the 
Central  Committee  with  respect  to  the  heritage  of  the  Faith  and  Order 
movement,  and  its  continuity  in  the  new  structure. 

(e)  The  Central  Committee  also  adopted  the  report  of  the  Policy 
Reference  Committee  I,  Faith  and  Order  (see  Minutes,  pp.  47-51)  which 
includes  the  following  paragraph: 

"Finally  notice  is  taken  of  the  strong  opinion 
expressed  by  several  members  of  the  Central  Committee 
that  the  proposed  new  Structure  of  the  Council  shall 
in  no  way  hinder  or  reduce  the  effective  work  of  the 
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Commission  and  Secretariat  on  Faith  and  Order,  since 
this  has  now  been  shown  to  be  indispensable  to  the 
ecumenical  quest  for  unity."  (see  Minutes,  p.  49 » 8) 

Given  the  above  reference  points,  Dean  Muelder  infers  that 
Faith  and  Order  is  amply  protected  if  it  formulates  its  own  charter  in 
the  form  of  by-laws  and  no  longer  as  a constitution. 

6.  What  sort  of  by-laws  will  be  needed  to  implement  these 

changes? 

(a)  Most  of  the  present  Constitution  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
could  be  turned  into  by-laws  and  detailed  suggestions  for  this  should 
be  made  to  the  1974  meeting  of  the  Commission. 

The  section  on  organisation  will  need  rewriting  and  this  will 
include  such  matters  as  the  size  of  the  two  Faith  and  Order  bodies,  the 
method  and  period  of  their  appointment  or  election,  and  the  names  by 
which  they  would  in  future  be  known. 

(b)  One  question  remains.  Under  the  present  Constitution,  only  the 
Commission  itself  can  alter  the  provisions  of  the  Constitition  (though 
such  changes  must  be  accepted  by  the  Central  Committee  or  Assembly). 
By-laws  can  be  altered  by  the  Central  Committee  or  Assembly  without 
reference  to  Unit  or  Sub-Unit.  It  is  suggested  that  some  provision  for 
prior  consultation  with  the  (new)  Faith  and  Order  Commission  before 
changes  are  made  could  be  written  into  the  by-laws. 

(c)  It  would  also  be  necessary  to  provide  in  the  by-laws  for  the 
appropriate  right  of  ’initiation*  of  work  and  'policy-making*  to  remain 
with  the  Commission,  though  in  a manner  consonant  with  good  working 
relationships  with  the  rest  of  Unit  I. 

(d)  A further  point  needs  clarification.  In  paragraph  122  of  the 
Structure  Committee's  report  (in  the  section  on  relations  with  Churches 
not  in  membership)  it  is  stated  that: 

"Policy  making  groups  should  normally  be  limited  to  members 
from  member  Churches"  (see  paragraph  112,  Minutes,  p.  182). 

But  when  reference  is  made  to  paragraph  112  (d),  it  is  found 
to  be  more  restrictive: 

"A  Committee  is  composed  of  members  of  member  Churches,  who 
are  agreeable  to  the  Churches  of  which  they  are  members" 
(Minutes,  p.  177 )• 

Since  it  is  desirable  that  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
should  be  able  to  appoint  any  one  of  its  members  to  the  Unit  Committee, 
the  possibility  of  doing  so  will  need  to  be  provided  for  in  the  by-laws 
(probably  in  this  case,  the  by-laws  governing  Programme  Unit  I). 

8.  The  Working  Committee  should  put  in  hand  now  the  consider- 
ation of  these  matters,  many  of  which  involve  the  careful  study  of 
points  of  detail,  so  that  they  may  be  taken  into  account  as  the  plans 
for  implementing  the  new  structure  are  formulated  by  the  Central 
Committee. 
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B.  FUNCTIONS  AND  PURPOSES  OF  THE  WORLD  COUNCIL  OF  CHURCHES 


The  Central  Committee , at  its  1971  meeting  in  Addis  Ababa, 
explicitly  referred  to  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission,  the  question  of 
the  precise  wording  of  the  first  of  the  new  functions  and  purposes  for 
the  World  Council  of  Churches  in  the  proposed  Constitution,  and,  in 
particular,  the  phrase  'one  eucharistic  fellowship'. 

It  will  be  convenient  to  set  out  in  full  the  new  functions 
and  purposes 

i.  To  keep  before  the  Churches  the  goal  of  unity  in  one  faith  and  in 
one  eucharistic  fellowship  and  to  foster  tne  progressive 
manifestation  of  this  unity  and  the  expression  in  worship  of  our 
common  life  in  Christ. 

ii.  To  facilitate  the  common  witness  of  the  Churches  in  each  place 
and  in  all  places. 

iii.  To  express  the  common  concern  of  the  Churches  in  the  service  of 
human  need,  the  breaking  down  of  barriers  between  men,  and  the 
promotion  of  brotherhood,  justice  and  peace. 

iv.  To  foster  the  renewal  of  the  Churches  in  unity,  worship,  mission 
and  service. 

v.  To  establish  and  maintain  relations  with  national  councils  and 
regional  conferences  of  Churches,  world  confessional  bodies  and 
other  ecumenical  organisations. 

vi.  To  carry  on  the  work  of  the  world  movements  for  Faith  and  Order 
and  Life  and  Work  and  of  the  International  Missionary  Council 
(and  the  World  Council  on  Christian  Education). 

The  Committee  has  given  long  and  careful  thought  to  the 
various  points  raised  at  the  Addis  Ababa  debate  (see  Minutes,  pp.  28-30) 
and  now  recommends  to  the  Commission  the  following  revised  formulation 
of  the  first  function  and  purpose: 

To  call  the  Churches  to  the  goal  of  visible  unity  in 
one  faith  and  in  one  eucharistic  fellowship,  expressed 
in  worship  and  in  common  life  in  Christ  and  to  advance 
towards  that  unity  in  order  that  the  world  may  believe. 
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APPENDIX  II 

THE  GOAL  OF  THE  ECUMENICAL  MOVEMENT 

Savas  AGOURIDES 

The  theme  of  this  evening's  discussion  is  "the  goal  of  the 
ecumenical  movement".  The  traditional  response  to  this  has  been  "The 
creation  of  communion  and  unity  among  the  Churches".  In  the  effort  for 
the  realisation  of  this  unity  the  focus  of  discussion  has  been  eccles- 
iology,  with  particular  concentration  on  the  eucharist. 

However,  disappointment  followed  the  great  expectations. 

The  disappointment  was  caused  both  by  the  poor  results  that  came  out 
of  the  efforts  of  almost  fifty  years  of  ecumenical  work  and  by  the 
strong  impression  generated  by  the  new  developments  in  science, 
technology,  society  and  economics  that  they  were  leading  to  a new  kind 
of  human  community.  This  fact  has  created  in  the  ecumenical  movement 
varying  approaches  or  different  kinds  of  interpretation  in  relation  to 
the  original  goal  of  the  ecumenical  movement.  Some  people  give  the 
impression  - which  is  wrong  - that  the  ecumenical  movement  is  a 
prophetic  movement,  in  the  sense  of  the  incorporation  of  the  Churches, 
with  their  various  doctrines  and  worship,  into  this  world  development 
of  our  time.  Here  lies  the  crucial  issue.  Where  are  we  heading? 

In  the  very  limited  time  at  my  disposal  I will  express  as  an 
Orthodox  Christian  some  thoughts  on  the  issue. 

The  World  Council  of  Churches  does  not  represent  a movement 
of  some  inspired  prophets  or  visionaries  with  individual,  though  many 
a time  penetrating  ideas,  but  a movement  of  the  Churches.  It  seems  to 
me  that  it  is  impossible  to  understand  any  other  goal  for  the 
ecumenical  movement  than  that  of  the  unity  of  the  Churches  in  faith 
and  in  the  eucharist.  Struggling  for  the  unity  of  the  Church,  the 
ecumenical  movement  is  struggling  also  for  the  unity  of  mankind  in  the 
sense  of  setting  up  criteria  as  well  as  all  kinds  of  bridges  for  the 
creation  of  human  community,  in  all  the  senses  of  the  word.  The 
pursuit  of  ■unity  is  not  a simply  practical  imperative  for  the  Churches 
it  is  in  the  essence  of  the  Gospel  the  creation  of  a messianic 
community  forgiven  by  God  and  bringing  God's  grace  and  forgiveness  to 
all  peoples.  The  Church  must  be  one  to  be  the  Church.  The  defeat  of 
the  evil  spirits  of  division  in  the  body  of  Christ  does  not  only 
signify  a better  cooperation  of  the  Church  bodies  for  better  practical 
results;  it  signifies  something  much  deeper;  the  realisation  of  God's 
Kingdom  in  Christ,  in  an  anticipatory  but  very  real  sense.  If  we  meet 
in  Jesus  Christ,  crucified  and  resurrected  for  the  salvation  of  the 
world  in  a real  sense,  that  means  that  we  meet  in  faith,  we  understand 
God,  the  human  existence,  life  and  death,  in  the  same  sense.  So  we 
are  gathered  around  him,  we  listen  to  him,  we  eat  his  body  and  blood, 
and  we  are  sent  by  him  out  to  the  world  to  gather  all  humanity  in  him. 
This  is  the  Ecclesia  of  God.  So  our  goal  cannot  be  other  that  this, 
the  Una  Sancta. 

Differences  in  culture  and  social  experience  usually  result 
in  various  emphases;  these,  however,  do  not  destroy  the  Una  Sancta, 
when  they  are  not  contradictory  but  complementary.  If  we  are  really 
interested  in  the  unity  of  the  Church  as  the  model  of  the  basis  for 
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the  unity  of  mankind  - whatever  this  latter  might  mean  ooncerning  the 
creation  of  human  community  - the  unity  among  ourselves  must  be  an 
essential  unity  and  not  just  a.  unified  covering  of  very  different 
approaches  to  fundamentals  in  human  life.  We  are  moving  more  and  more 
to  a unified  culture,  and  the  problems  of  the  world  become  more  and 
more  the  same,  all  over  the  globe  - differing  only  in  the  degree  of 
intensity.  That  makes  a unified  understanding  of  Christian  faith  and 
Christian  commitment  more  imperative  than  ever.  Our  world  today,  the 
young  generation  in  particular,  before  the  danger  of  dehumanisation  by 
science  and  technology,  is  searching,  with  agony  and  anxiety,  for  a 
clear  answer  as  to  the  meaning  of  human  life.  In  such  a world, 
demanding  clear  though  meaningful  answers,  a union  of  Churches  with 
different  conceptions  about,  for  example,  the  humanum,  the  meaning  of 
history  and  eschatology,  the  meaning  of  evil  and  human  suffering  - 
such  a union  would  make  no  sense. 

In  the  effort  of  the  ecumenical  movement  to  achieve  this 
goal,  besides  the  continuation  of  the  studies  that  are  already  in  pro- 
cess, I would  suggest  a study  on  evil  and  human  suffering  in  the  human 
life.  We  commonly  confess  Jesus  Christ  as  our  Lord  and  Saviour.  But 
we  must  agree  as  clearly  as  possible  on  what  it  is  that  Christ  saved 
us  from.  Vagueness  on  such  matters  does  not  help.  Also  the  world 
today  has  a deeper  consciousness  of  the  demonic  than  it  had  before. 

Another  study  in  the  efforts  for  unity  that  I consider  as 
absolutely  necessary  is  one  related  to  the  so-to-speak  horizontal 
meaning  of  the  eucharist.  This  matter  must  be  clarified,  as  this 
problem  comes  up  all  the  time  and  is  very  important. 

During  this  search  for  real  unity,  in  this  pilgrimage  to  the 
Una  Sancta,  to  our  goal,  the  Churches  are  led  by  two  factors:  repen- 
tance and  renewal  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  need  for  defence  vis-a-vis 
the  world  and  its  pressure  upon  the  Churches  on  the  other.  My 
impression  is  that  the  second  factor  is  much,  much  stronger  than  the 
first.  It  is  not  necessary  to  refer  here  to  the  new  experience  of 
cooperation  among  the  Churches  during  the  last  two  generations.  The 
feeling  of  common  problems  and  dangers,  the  process  in  the  unification 
of  the  world  in  many  fields,  and  the  need  to  experiment  together  and 
to  help  each  other  have  created  a kind  of  "unity".  This  must  be 
stressed  particularly  if  we  take  into  consideration  what  was  happening 
among  the  Churches  before.  The  Churches  being  together  in  these  ways 
is  a reality.  It  came  about  mainly  out  of  a sense  of  need  and  because 
of  the  impact  of  the  challenge  of  the  trends  of  modern  science  and 
technology  upon  the  Churches.  This  meeting  together  of  the  Churches 
undoubtedly  has  great  value,  but  it  is  unmistakably  mainly  an 
expression  of  the  need  for  defence  against  the  inimical  forces  of 
dehumanisation.  Because,  whatever  the  degrees  of  appreciation  of  the 
contribution  of  science  and  technology  to  our  life  may  be  among  us,  we 
cannot  deny  that  humanity  as  a whole  is  afraid  of  the  future.  This 
factor  will  intensify  our  getting  closer  together  in  facing  the 
questions  and  the  problems  that  the  contemporary  world  is  putting 
before  us.  This  "togetherness",  imposed  more  and  more  upon  us  by  the 
world,  has  undoubtedly  positive  values  and  opens  many  opportunities 
and  possibilities;  it  is,  however,  an  expression  of  the  defence  of  the 
Churches  against  the  challenge  of  the  modern  world.  This  collabor- 
ation will  and  must  be  developed  and  increased  in  the  years  ahead,  as 
we  all  can  see  very  easily  that  the  pressure  of  the  world  upon  the 
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Churches  is  becoming  more  and  more  intense. 

There  are  two  main  dangers  in  this  dialogue  of  the  ecumenical 
movement  with  the  modern  world:  a)  The  first  danger  is  to  think  that 
this  "togetherness"  vis-a-vis  this  world  is  the  unity  of  the  Church  for 
our  days,  and  to  be  content  with  that.  And,  certainly,  we  cannot  say 
what  is  in  God’s  mind  by  bringing  into  existence  this  togetherness;  we 
know,  however,  what  the  Church  is.  There  is  no  reason  to  discourage 
any  efforts  toward  a theological  understanding  of  this  strange 
situation.  In  the  days  of  the  Old  Testament,  God  sent  to  his  people 
the  Assyrians,  to  lead  them  to  repentance.  Another  time  he  sent  Cyrus, 
the  king  of  Persia,  as  his  anointed,  to  redeem  his  people  from  slavery, 
b)  The  second  danger  may  come  from  disappointment  in  the  defensive 
character  of  the  existing  "togetherness",  and  enthusiasm  about  con- 
temporary achievements  of  the  world  in  the  creation  of  community.  This 
disappointment  and  enthusiasm  may  lead  some  of  us  outside  of  Church 
tradition  to  a new  centre  of  unity  offered  by  the  world  or  through  the 
world.  These  two  possibilities  must  be  avoided. 

However,  dialogue  with  the  world  is  imperative,  not  only  in 
the  sense  of  mission,  but  also  in  the  sense  of  listening  to  the  world. 
And  yet,  this  latter  must  be  carried  out  with  the  understanding  that, 
irrespective  of  how  important  and  attractive  that  which  the  world 
offers  is,  it  is  only  of  a fragmentary  character  and  of  a relative 
value;  and  man  can  live  only  by  the  totality  of  truth,  given  through 
God’s  revelation  in  Christ.  All  studies  concerning  our  dialogue  with 
the  world  outside  the  Churches  will  receive  a warm  welcome;  they  will 
be  read  and  will  influence  their  thinking.  Of  course,  I am  quite  sure 
that  a united  Church  would  be  a kind  of  new  Pentecost  for  itself  and 
for  the  world,  and  its  witness  in  the  world  would  be  different:  clear 
and  radical.  But  even  with  the  existing  limitations  and  compromises, 
these  studies  are  necessary  and  useful. 

As  we  walk  along  together  in  this  period  of  expectation  and 
of  prayer  for  a renewal  of  the  Church,  I would  suggest  a study  which,  I 
think,  would  contribute  to  the  other  efforts  on  the  way  of  repentance 
and  renovation.  Certain  instances  from  the  life  of  the  united  Church 
of  the  first  nine  centuries  must  be  carefully  selected  and  studied  from 
the  point  of  view  of  essential  and  relative  elements  in  them,  plurality 
and  uniformity  and  the  like.  The  studies  must  be  done  on  particular 
instances  as,  for  example,  the  study  on  Chalcedon.  Manifold  fruits  are 
coming  out  of  this  study  on  Chalcedon.  For  an  Orthodox  this  calling 
for  a study  of  certain  aspects  in  the  life  of  the  undivided  Christendom 
is  not  naivete  on  our  way  to  renewal.  This  last  proposal  - beside  the 
value  it  has  in  itself  - deserves,  perhaps,  some  attention  in  view  of 
two  important  factors:  a)  the  presence  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  in 
the  World  Council  of  Churches;  and  b)  the  regressive  movements  that 
have  shown  up  in  the  last  decade  in  the  life  of  many  Churches. 

This  is  the  place  to  mention  the  importance  that  the  new  Unit 
on  Education  and  Communication  might  play  in  the  life  of  the  ecumenical 
movement  in  the  future.  Many  of  our  Churches  have  not  yet  those  among 
their  devotees  who  can  exercise  an  effective  ecumenical  leadership  at 
the  level  of  church  administration,  clergy  and  all  categories  of  laity. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  is  a fact  that  the  work  of  the  Council  in  many 
countries  does  not  reach  the  larger  public.  Whatever  the  response  of 
this  public  might  be  to  the  ecumenical  challenge,  it  will  be  very 
instructive  for  the  movement. 
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APPENDIX  III 

THE  GOAL  OF  THE  ECUMENICAL  MOVEMENT 

Samuel  RAYAN,  SJ 
1 . Introduction 


Somebody  has  said  that  the  ecumenical  movement  must  die;  and 
the  sooner  it  dies,  the  better.  I am  inclined  to  agree.  The  meaning 
surely  is  that  ecumenism  has  a goal  to  attain,  on  reaching  which  the 
journey  must  come  to  an  end.  In  the  attained  goal  the  movement  will 
find  fulfilment  and  transcend  itself. 

The  goal  clearly  is  the  reconciliation  and  union  of  the 
Christian  Churches,  or  the  restoration  of  communion  between  them.  The 
ecumenical  movement  strives  to  help  the  communion,  which  already  exists 
among  the  Churches  on  the  basis  of  faith  and  baptism,  grow  less  imper- 
fect, become  increasingly  visible  and  recognisable,  and  ever  better 
expressed  in  church  structures  and  in  the  worshipping  community.  Along 
with  this,  it  is  also  the  aim  of  the  ecumenical  movement  to  serve  man- 
kind by  working  for  church  union,  and  by  promoting  brotherhood,  justice 
and  peace. 


Since  in  this  matter  of  union  diverse  traditions  and  experi- 
ences, deep-going  convictions  and  loyalties  and  many  historical  memor- 
ies and  emotional  factors  are  involved,  the  movement  cannot  be  uniform 
in  speed;  nor  can  it  be  mechanically  accelerated.  All  the  same  it  must 
not  be  allowed  to  crawl,  or  succumb  to  the  weight  of  spiritual  inertia 
to  which  organised  religions  are  particularly  liable.  It  is  the  task 
of  the  ecumenical  movement  to  act  as  a ferment  and  catalyst  within  the 
Churches,  speeding  up  change  and  pressing  them  to  open  up  quickly  and 
widely  to  the  storms  of  the  Spirit.  It  must  also  help  the  Churches 
become  a ferment  for  unity  and  meaningful  life  within  the  human  com- 
munity. 

2 . The  Problem 


The  reason  for  discussing  afresh  the  goal  of  the  ecumenical 
movement  is  that  there  is  a feeling  in  some  quarters  that  the  movement 
has  reached  an  impasse,  or  has  taken  a wrong  turn.  Impasse : because 
even  today  each  Church  considers  itself  as  the  communion  in  which  the 
one  Church  of  Christ  is  "the  most  adequately,  correctly  and  faithfully 
realised"  (G.  Thils).  This  is  the  basic  stand  not  only  of  the  ancient 
or  orthodox  traditions  but  in  general  of  the  reformed  Churches  as  well. 
And  in  every  case  the  ground  and  motive  is  obedience  to  the  Lord's 
will.  A wrong  turn;  because  it  is  felt  that  the  ecumenical  movement 
has  swerved  from  its  original  concern  for  church  unity  to  human  prob- 
lems and  the  condition  of  man  in  secular  society. 

Against  this  background  I would  like  to  offer  four  consider- 
ations or  suggestions  which  in  my  view  will  constitute  the  immediate 
goal  of  the  ecumenical  movement,  and  serve  as  means  leading  to  the 
ultimate  goal. 
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3.  I.  Involvement 


The  ecumenical  movement  must  commit  itself  to  the  service  of 
needy  man,  and  get  the  Churches  to  involve  themselves  together  in  all 
areas  of  action  which  are  significant  for  the  total  well-being  of  man 
whom  God  loves;  for  man's  wholeness,  and  for  meaningful  human  exist- 
ence. This  will  mean  two  things:  entering  the  non-believing  and 
atheist  world  with  faith,  and  entering  the  suffering  world  with  love. 
The  ecumenical  movement  and  the  Churches  will  have  to  take  a stand 
against  all  human  bondage  and  degradation,  against  disrespect  and 
discrimination,  hunger,  disease  and  ignorance.  They  have  to  proceed 
even  farther  and  strive  for  the  establishment  everywhere  of  Christian 
communities  that  are  really  such;  communities  which  mark  the  beginnings 
of  a new  social  order  and  of  the  fraternal  city  which  the  Gospel  of 
Jesus  calls  for;  communities  in  which  Christian  fellowship  and  sharing 
are  realised  not  only  in  the  eucharistic  assembly  but,  because  of  the 
eucharistic  experience,  at  all  levels  of  life  including  especially  the 
economic  level.  For  such  endeavour  in  favour  of  faith  and  human  dig- 
nity the  eucharist  itself  becomes  an  imperative  upon  the  Christian 
conscience.  For  the  bread  we  share  is  a corporate  reality,  the  fruit 
of  the  collaboration  of  many  men  who  are,  therefore,  present  in  it,  and 
whom,  in  eating  the  bread,  we  take  to  heart  with  their  burdens  and 
sorrows.  If  there  is  no  bread  there  is  no  eucharist;  in  the  absence  of 
food  there  is  little  basis  for  thanksgiving  in  the  heart  or  the  home. 
Through  the  eucharist,  then,  the  Lord's  word  "Give  them  something  to 
eat  yourselves",  addressed  to  the  disciples  who  tended  to  shirk 
responsibility  for  hungry  men,  keeps  ringing  in  the  Churches.  The 
eucharistic  celebration  is  like  an  architect's  desk-work  and  blue- 
print. The  pattern  and  quality  of  life  experienced  there  are  to  be 
realised  in  the  world  outside  in  giving  shape  to  a new  style  of  life. 
When  the  Churches  thus  share  a common  concern  for  man's  lack  of  faith 
and  man's  pain,  they  are  sure  to  come  closer  to  each  other  and  get 
involved  with  one  another  in  the  Father's  love  that  enfolds  man. 

The  theological  foundation  for  the  inclusion  of  these  tasks 
among  the  goals  of  the  ecumenical  movement  is  the  principle  that  truth 
and  love  are  the  two  poles  of  Christian  existence.  They  go  together, 
and  create  and  illumine  each  other.  The  truth  of  man,  for  instance, 
becomes  a bodily  reality  in  and  through  God's  creative  love.  And  man 
himself  finds  his  identity  and  achievement  primarily  in  loving  and 
being  loved.  In  like  manner  the  reality  of  the  one  Church,  which  is  an 
eschatological  gift  growing  within  history  towards  its  full  stature  in 
Christ,  can  build  itself  up  only  in  love  (Ephesians  II,  16).  When, 
therefore,  search  for  unitive  truth  has  gone  on  for  some  time,  and 
especially  when,  or  if,  the  search  tends  to  grind  to  a halt,  it  is 
well,  itte  even  necessary,  to  get  busy  about  the  other  pole  of  life, 
namely  love  realised  in  service. 

4.  II.  Study 

This  call  for  involvement  in  all  that  concerns  man  whom  God 
loves  does  not  mean  any  depreciation  of  theology  or  the  work  of  Faith 
and  Order.  On  the  contrary.  We  have  said  that  truth  and  love  call  for 
each  other.  The  existential,  lived  ecumenism  we  have  described  will 
need,  and  lead  to,  a great  deal  of  common  theological  reflexion.  The 
Christian  faith  and  the  concrete  life  of  the  human  group  where  the 
Christian  community  belongs  have  to  be  seen,  understood  and  interpreted 
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in  terms  of  each  other.  In  this  connexion  I would  like  to  indicate  two 
areas  of  study  to  which,  I feel,  most  of  the  investigations  of  past 
years  have  paved  the  way.  The  first  concerns  the  nature  of  the  Church. 
What  indeed  is  the  one  Church  of  Christ?  What  is  absolutely  and 
certainly  essential,  necessary  and  constitutive  for  the  Church  to  be 
the  Church?  What  is  the  relation  between  the  one  Church  of  Christ  and 
the  various  Christian  Churches  now  actually  existing,  historically  and 
concretely,  all  of  them  believing  in  Christ,  all  touched  by  sin  and 
under  God’s  judgement,  all  in  need  of  continual  reform,  all  evolving 
through  the  historical  process  under  the  guidance  of  the  Spirit,  each 
towards  its  true  and  full  self  in  the  eschatological  kingdom.  This 
would  mean  a searching  exploration  of  the  various  individual  eccles- 
iologies  or  the  major  types  of  ecclesiologies . The  conception  of  the 
Church  in  the  various  communions  is  the  (often  unspoken)  presupposition 
of  theological  approaches  and  practical  attitudes  which  still  find  it 
hard  to  meet  really  and  ecumenically. 

The  second  area  for  study  would  be  unity  and  plurality.  What 
is  meant  by  the  oneness  of  the  Church?  In  what  precisely  does  the 
essential  and  intrinsic  unity  of  the  Church  consist?  How  far  is  that 
essential  element  related  to  and  determined  by  Christ  's  new  commandment 
in  which,  according  to  repeated  New  Testament  emphasis,  the  entire  law 
and  the  prophets  are  summed  up  and  fulfilled?  The  question  should  be 
put  as  to  the  dialectics  between  unity  and  plurality.  Both  these  con- 
cepts, as  well  as  the  ideal  of  "unity  in  plurality",  need  fresh  elucid- 
ation. Within  the  one  Roman  Catholic  Church  there  has  always  existed  a 
variety  of  spiritual  and  liturgical  traditions  and  theological  view- 
points, sometimes  in  sharp  conflict  with  one  another  and  yet  without 
breaking  up  the  grounds  of  catholic  unity.  Today  the  differences  in 
theological  positions  and  Christian  attitudes  are  far  more  varied  than 
ever  before;  and  yet,  hopefully,  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  is  one  in 
depth.  We  have  also  been  able  to  accept  as  orthodox  a creed  without 
"filioque".  The  question  today  is  how,  and  how  far,  such  unity  in 
plurality  could  be  enlarged  or  newly  envisaged  to  include  all  the 
Churches.  Will  that  not  be  an  enrichment  of  Christian  existence  on 
earth  since  the  many  ecclesial  traditions,  each  with  its  own  face  and 
voice,  its  own  accents  and  approaches,  will  reflect  more  fully  the 
unfathomable  riches  of  Christ  than  is  possible  in  any  single  and  uni- 
form historical  realisation  of  the  Gospel  of  Jesus?  But  then  where  do 
we  have  a sign  of  the  unity  of  these  diversities?  Essentially  in  the 
clear  love  the  local  communities  deploy.  Sacramentally  in  the 
eucharist  in  which  the  community  is  summed  up  as  the  Lord's  Body.  But 
socially  and  globally?  An  answer  to  this  question  must  be  sought  since 
the  local  churches  are  open  to  one  another  and  call  for  a point  where 
their  world  unity  becomes  focussed  and  flaming.  The  ideal,  then,  of 
unity  in  plurality  is  more  than  a cliche,  and  represents  the  basic 
pattern  of  ecumenical  unity  and  God's  family  on  earth.  But  the  model 
is  not  entirely  clear  and  needs  probing. 

5.  III.  Communion 


While  pursuing  these  doctrinal  and  theological  investigations, 
the  Churches  should  collaborate  and  communicate  wherever  possible.  The 
basis  of  this  call  is  the  fundamental  Christian  unity  that  exists  among 
all  the  Churches  because  of  faith  and  baptism  and  because  of  the  large 
measure  of  understanding  the  ecumenical  movement  has  already  succeeded 
in  creating.  According  to  Vatican  II  (Ecumenism  3;  the  Church  15) > 
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there  is  a basic  unity  of  all  who  believe  and  are  baptized;  they  have 
become  brothers,  and  are  members  of  the  Body  of  Christ.  Individuals, 
Churches  and  ecclesial  communities  are  born  anew  into  one  Body.  Our 
inter- communion,  to  be  expressed  at  the  level  of  Church  structures  and 
of  liturgical  worship,  will  rest  on  this  brotherhood,  on  this  unity  and 
membership  in  Christ’s  Body.  Gustav  Thils  points  out  that  Vatican  II 
has  put  forward  an  ecclesiology  of  communion,  and  that  it  accepts  the 
existence  of  a Christian  and  ecclesiastical  communion  wider  than  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church.  While  Catholics  have  been  used  to  considering 
above  all,  or  in  the  first  place,  the  institutional  elements  of 
ecclesiastical  communion,  ’’the  ecclesiology  of  Vatican  II  calls  upon  us 
to  widen  our  outlook  so  as  to  respect  the  whole  truth  and  the  whole 
reality",  including  spiritual  factors  like  life  in  the  Spirit,  love, 
hope  and  zeal.  Vatican  II  has  indicated  the  "fluid"  character  of  the 
real  frontiers  of  the  Church  (G.  Thils,  "Ecumenism  and  Romancentrism", 
in  One  in  Christ  , 19^9/ 3 * PP*  235-239). 

At  the  level,  then,  of  Church  structures  could  the  ecumenical 
movement  work  more  effectively  than  it  has  done  till  now  for  permanent 
unions  of  all  local  Church  leadership,  both  episcopal  and  lay,  in  order 
to  engage  together  in  study  and  action  in  all  matters  where  the  Gospel 
has  something  at  stake?  And  should  the  ecumenical  movement  press  more 
effectively  for  inter-church  sharing  of  the  eucharist?  The  matter  is 
delicate  and  complex,  but  it  is  also  vital  and  urgent.  We  must  seek 
for  more  light  and  day  after  day  follow  the  light  that  is  granted  us. 
The  eucharist  is  the  sacrament  of  the  Church,  of  the  One  Church  of 
Christ  which  is  His  Body.  It  is  a sign  of  unity  already  realised.  It 
is  also  a sign  of  unity  yet  to  be  realised  and  of  the  unity  the  Lord 
has  promised.  Equally  it  is  a source  and  means  of  Christian  unity  and 
the  medium  par  excellence  of  ecumenical  dialogue.  The  Roman  Catholic 
Church  admits  the  principle  of  inter-communion,  limiting  it,  however, 
to  orthodox  traditions  and  exceptional  cases  for  pastoral  reasons.  And 
among  the  links  which  unite  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  with  other 
Christians,  Vatican  II  mentions  the  fact  that  these  Christians  receive 
the  sacraments  in  their  own  Churches  or  in  other  Churches  and  comm- 
unities. There  is  also  the  unofficial,  or  official,  practice  today 
especially  among  the  young  in  most  Churches  in  various  parts  of  the 
world  to  express  spiritual  solidarity,  achieved  or  hoped  for,  in  the 
sharing  of  the  eucharistic  bread.  In  all  these  facts  are  we  allowed  to 
discern  the  pressure  of  the  Spirit  and  the  direction  in  which  He  is 
blowing?  Are  we  permitted  to  emphasise  the  fact  that  all  the  baptized 
are  baptized  into  one  body  and  made  members  of  the  Body  of  Christ, 
which  is  what  the  eucharist  sacramentally  presents?  May  we  underline 
also  the  common  faith  that  the  eucharist  is  the  Body  of  the  Lord  in  the 
exact  sense  in  which  the  Lord  himself  meant  it?  May  we  ask  how  the 
relation  of  the  eucharist  to  the  common  faith  and  love  of  all  the 
Churches  compares  with  its  relation  to  the  particular  institution  and 
discipline  of  the  various  Churches?  Many  more  questions  could  be  posed 
in  this  connexion,  but  these  are  enough  to  engage  the  attention  of  the 
ecumenical  movement  and  of  the  Churches  for  a while. 

6.  IV.  Youth 


Finally  I would  suggest  that  a greater  rumber  of  young  people 
and  students  be  invited  to  be  actively  involved  in  all  the  processes  of 
the  ecumenical  movement.  After  all,  if  I remember  well,  it  was 
students  who  gave  the  initial  fillip  to  modern  ecumenism.  They  can 
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bring  in  the  voice  of  the  Spirit  for  today,  and  his  judgements  and  his 
call.  They  can  bring  us  dreams  and  visions  we  perhaps  sadly  need. 

And  they  can  inject  into  the  movement  a new  warmth  of  affection  and 
something  of  God's  impatience. 
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APPENDIX  IV 

QUESTIONS  ON  THE  MAIN  THEME 

John  DESCHNER 

A.  Assumptions 

(1)  That  the  theme,  "The  Unity  of  the  Church  and  the  Unity 
of  Mankind",  is  not  a turn  away  from,  hut  a deepening  and  widening  of 
Faith  and  Order’s  concern  for  Church  unity. 

(2)  That,  without  being  simply  identical  or  parallel,  the 
two  aspects  of  the  theme  nevertheless  mutually  illumine  each  other  as 
each  is  viewed  in  the  context  of  the  other. 

Against  this  background,  one  or  two  questions  from  the  sec- 
tions are  chosen  here  to  illustrate  the  fruitfulness  of  this  approach 
for  our  discussion  of  Church  unity. 

B.  Questions 


1.  Can  the  Church  be  adequately  disciplined  against  racism, 
and  at  the  same  time  adequately  open  to  controversy  and  struggle  within 
her  own  membership  about  racial  identity  and  liberation? 

Racism  asks  fundamental  questions  about  how  the  Church 
understands  and  embodies  the  personal  and  corporate  identity  given  in 
baptism,  the  eucharistic  fellowship,  and  the  Church  discipline  implied 
in  both.  On  the  other  hand,  Church  unity,  if  it  is  strong  and  diversi- 
fied, ought  to  provide  a context  in  which  the  reconciliation  and  the 
liberation  of  the  races  do  not  contradict  each  other. 

In  this  case,  beginning  with  the  disunity  of  mankind  as  it 
invades  the  Church,  probably  provokes  a stronger  and  clearer  expression 
of  some  central  elements  of  Church  unity  than  a purely  deductive 
approach.  But  the  unity  of  the  Church  is  also  seen  to  have  an  impor- 
tant contribution  to  make  to  the  human  quest  for  a genuine  unity  among 
the  races,  particularly  in  their  present  confrontation. 

2.  What  is  the  role  of  human  weakness  in  exemplifying  the 
mystery  of  the  Church's  being  and  witness? 

In  light  of  the  Pauline  paradox  that  God's  power  is  made 
perfect  in  weakness,  must  we  not  see  that  the  handicapped  have  an 
irreplaceable  role  in  the  Christian  fellowship  as  witnesses  to  the 
holiness  of  the  Church's  unity?  We  often  declare  the  inseparability  of 
the  notes  of  the  Church,  but  although  we  have  had  something  to  say 
recently  about  the  Church's  apostolicity  and  catholicity  and  unity,  we 
have  not  said  as  much  about  her  holiness,  and  in  particular  about  the 
holiness  of  her  unity.  If  our  unity  lies  fundamentally  in  God's  love 
present  among  us,  then  human  suffering  is  fully  as  important  as  human 
activity  in  manifesting  the  mystery  of  the  Church's  unity.  And  the 
same  principle  must  surely  apply  in  an  extended  sense  to  a theology  of 
poverty  - or  better , a theology  of  the  economy  in  which  poor  and  rich 
can  give  a gift  to  the  other  - which  is  fully  as  important  as  a 
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theology  of  development  for  the  World  Council  of  Churches'  understand- 
ing of  the  unity  of  mankind. 

Here  again  it  is  an  enforced  isolation  and  alienation  common 
to  all  mankind  which  can  stimulate  us  to  discover  a richer  ecclesiology 
in  the  apostolic  sources.  But  conversely,  that  vision  of  the  holiness 
of  the  Church's  unity  has  unexploited  possibilities  for  creating  an 
atmosphere  of  non-condescension  in  which  genuine  help,  healing,  and 
development  are  possible. 

C.  Concluding  question: 

Does  not  this  "inter-contextual  method"  of  studying  church 
unity  show  sufficient  promise  to  justify  its  further  use  as  one  of  the 
methods  in  Faith  and  Order  studies? 

Two  remarks  about  that  question: 

(1)  Rightly  to  answer  this  question  we  must  ask,  not  simply 
whether  the  two  aspects  of  the  theme  can  be  related  to  each  other,  but 
whether  the  "inter-contextual  method"  holds  promise  for  increasing  the 
unity  of  the  Churches.  I believe  that  it  does  because  of  its  tendency 
to  freshen  and  concentrate  our  vision  on  the  central  rather  than  the 
peripheral  aspects  of  church  unity,  and  its  power  to  illumine  the  rich 
diversity,  the  givenness,  and  the  unique  importance  of  this  unity  among 
the  unities  which  mankind  knows. 

(2)  To  use  this  method  well,  must  we  not  employ  a much  more 
extensive  inter-disciplinary  approach  than  is  at  present  possible 
within  the  Commission  itself,  or  was  the  case  here? 
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APPENDIX  V 

Q.UESTIQNS  ON  THE  MAIN  THEME 

Joseph  RATZINGER 

The  following  remarks  attempt  to  visualise  the  main  theme 
from  the  perspective  of  Section  V:  religion  and  culture.  Since  every 
culture  is  confronted  with  the  question  of  law  and  must  create  concrete 
farms  of  justice,  the  perspective  of  Section  I is  also  taken  up. 
Moreover,  since  the  cultures  we  know  in  history  are  for  the  most  part 
closely  bound  up  with  religious  phenomena,  the  theme  of  Section  II  is 
also  relevant. 

If  one  attempts  to  do  justice  to  the  relation  between 
Christian  faith  and  culture  in  the  contemporary  world,  one  encounters 
the  fact  that  the  phenomenon  of  culture  presents  itself  today  in  a 
two-fold  and  somewhat  antagonistic  form.  This  fact  requires  us  to  take 
into  account  the  problem  of  church  unity,  and  the  question  of  the  unity 
and  division  of  humanity.  Culture  appears  first  in  the  historically 
developed  cultures  of  particular  peoples  - European,  African,  Asian, 
Pre-Columbian  American,  each  with  its  different  characteristics.  The 
whole  is  today,  however,  overlaid  with  a single  technological  culture, 
which,  though  it  can  be  compared  with  other  single  technological 
cultures,  increasingly  determines  the  situation  of  humanity.  It  has 
produced  a unity  of  mankind  such  as  never  existed  before.  But  it  has 
also  created  tensions,  because  it  has  not  been  able  to  answer  the 
essential  questions  of  man,  and  is  thus,  humanly  considered, 
’’particular"  and  can  be  used  as  an  instrument  of  particularism.  It  has 
thus  indirectly  led  to  a re-animation  of  national  cultures,  in  which 
men  attempt  to  maintain  unity  with  with  their  own  history,  with  their 
historical  "identity".  This  overlaying  of  two  unlike  but  nevertheless 
related  forms  of  culture  creates  two  "fronts"  on  which  theology  and  the 
Church  must  maintain  themselves. 

1.  For  the  "younger  Churches"  there  is  the  urgent  task  of  a 
fruitful  encounter  with  the  history  and  culture  of  their  own  peoples 
and  also  with  their  religious  tradition,  and  such  encounters  naturally 
have  profound  counter-effects  upon  the  whole  Church.  That  the  Church 
has  not  fully  "arrived"  as  long  as  it  remains  a mere  western  import  is 
denied  by  no  one  today.  Even  so,  it  is  clear  that  faith  can  be  identi- 
fied with  no  form  of  culture.  Faith  must  again  and  again  be  translated 
anew,  and  translation  means  to  penetrate  the  form  of  thinking  and 
living,  not  merely  to  change  the  words.  On  the  other  hand,  translation 
also  means  identity  in  essentials.  Yet,  how  can  one  discover  this 
essence,  since  it  never  appears  in  pure  form,  but  always  only  in 
historical  forms,  which  as  such  are  not  absolute?  The  Christ  event 
itself  is  an  event  in  space  and  time,  i.e.  in  a particular,  in  itself 
accidental,  cultural  situation,  and  again,  it  appears  to  us  never 
otherwise  than  in  the  partly  accidental  interpretation  of  the  first 
witnesses.  What  is  this  accidental  aspect,  and  how  has  it  become 
necessity  by  virtue  of  the  eternal  significance  of  Jesus  Christ?  How 
far  must  we  all,  in  order  to  be  Christians,  become  Jews  and  Greeks? 

The  questions  can  be  made  more  concrete:  How  far  are  all  Christological 
titles  irreplaceable,  or  how  far  can  or  must  they  be  supplemented  by 
new  ones?  What  in  Christian  liturgy  belongs  to  the  proper  order  of  the 
liturgical  year,  in  order  that  it  should  remain  Christian,  and  what  is 
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changeable?  It  will  be  clear  that  the  mere  concept  of  the  incarnation 
is  insufficient:  Incarnation  does  not  come  to  us  in  a unilinear  way, 
but  only  brokenly,  through  death  and  resurrection.  It  is  also  clear 
that  the  first  appropriation  of  the  Christian  message  in  the  earliest 
Church  has  the  character  of  a model;  Jewish  and  Greek  culture  here 
undergo  a certain  crucifixion:  Existing  concepts  and  forms  were  broken 
up  and  so  brought  to  a new  fruitfulness.  But  these  general  rules  take 
away  from  the  concrete  questions  nothing  of  their  sharpness;  rather 
they  are  making  them  even  sharper. 

If  one  relates  this  whole  problematic  expressly  to  the 
question  of  the  unity  of  the  Church  and  of  humanity,  questions  like  the 
following  can  result:  What  care  must  be  taken  so  that  new  cultural 
forms  of  faith  do  not  become  a new  bondage  and  a new  threat?  How  in 
each  case  can  the  right  combination  of  firm  rootage  and  openness,  of 
concretion  and  universalism  be  found?  What  care  must  be  taken  that 
cultural  incarnation  does  not  develop  into  an  archaism  which  further 
increases  the  lack  of  faith's  contemporaneity  with  the  technical  world? 

2.  The  last  question  leads  us  into  a further  range  of  prob- 
lems. When  one  considers  the  effects  of  technological  civilisation 
upon  the  unity  of  mankind,  a remarkable  contradiction  comes  to  light. 

On  the  one  hand,  technology  has  developed  into  a comprehensive  form  of 
life  and  thought;  in  the  language  of  technology  there  is  an  unbroken 
possibility  of  communication  across  all  barriers.  On  the  other  hand 
and  at  the  same  time,  with  the  advance  of  the  kind  of  positivistic 
thinking  which  technology  encourages,  the  language  of  philosophy  has 
become  more-  and  more  fragmented,  so  that  philosophy  today  consists  for 
the  most  part  only  of  philosophies  which  exist  very  largely  without 
communication  side  by  side.  Hand  in  hand  with  the  universalising  of 
technological  communication  goes  a break-off  of  communication  in  the 
questions  of  meaning,  in  the  realm  of  the  really  human,  which  no  longer 
appear  to  be  communicable.  The  unity  of  mankind  is  thus  more  sharply 
threatened  than  ever  before. 

With  this  historical  process  faith  also  has  lost  its  language, 
or  it  speaks  no  more  than  a special  language,  which  is  understood  only 
within  Christianity  but  outwardly  is  scarcely  comprehended  any  more. 
Within  particular  Churches,  this  process  has  also  led  to  language 
difficulties  between  different  groups  which  confront  each  other  across 
almost  insuperable  barriers.  Is  the  Church  in  the  technological  world 
really  condemned  to  be  speechless,  to  a pluralism  with  communication, 
to  the  ghetto?  Does  she  have  possibilities  to  express  her  unity  anew, 
and  thus  to  make  a contribution  to  the  unity  of  mankind?  If  uniform 
formulae  are  no  longer  possible,  where  are  the  standards  by  which  the 
inner  unity  of  the  unlike  can  be  recognised? 

Such  questions  have  to  do  by  no  means  merely  with  the  self- 
preservation  of  the  Church.  They  concern  the  continuance  of  human  life. 
That  becomes  clear  when  one  looks  seriously  at  the  inner  problematic  of 
technological  development.  The  question,  how  technological  development 
can  be  carried  further  without  ending  in  the  self-destruction  of  man- 
kind, becomes  the  fundamental  problem  of  existence  in  this  our  world. 
Technical  development  without  humane  standards  is  senseless.  The  world- 
wide protest  of  youth,  in  spite  of  the  questionableness  of  many  of  its 
forms,  is  ultimately  grounded  here,  in  an  uprising  against  a science 
which  gives  itself  out  as  value-free,  but  hands  man  over  to  a 
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value-less  existence  and  in  so  doing  destroys  him.  The  technological 
world  which  begins  by  making  faith  speechless,  thus  turns  into  a 
direct  question  to  faith:  By  what  standards  can  true  humanity  be 
measured?  The  development  of  a political  ethic  poses  an  urgent  task, 
in  which  the  search  for  the  unity  of  the  Church  and  for  the  unity  of 
mankind  pass  immediately  over  into  one  another. 
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APPENDIX  VI 

QUESTIONS  TO  THE  MAIN  THEME 

Paul  VERGHESE 

A.  Perspective 

Both  in  the  Church  and  in  humanity,  unity  is  the  interplay  of 
three  elements  - (l)  identity,  (2)  openness  or  relation  and  (3)  struc- 
ture - at  all  levels.  Three  elements  are  in  tension  with  each  other 
and  each  appears  to  he  threatened  by  the  other  two.  We  need  a struc- 
ture for  unity  which  relates  identity  and  open  relation  at  many  levels. 

Unity,  in  time,  has  always  to  be  dynamic  and  creative,  grow- 
ing in  richness,  diverse  in  its  expression  of  the  good,  moving  towards 
the  fullness  of  being.  Time,  in  order  to  be  meaningful,  has  to  be 
eschatological,  i.e.  being  in  the  process  of  becoming,  a process  whose 
goal  lies  beyond  time,  but  this  eschatological  goal  appears  in  time  as 
a source  of  identity  and  an  orientation  towards  a direction  on  the 
horizon  (thus  as  ’authority*  or  the  capacity  to  direct  power). 

B.  Questions 


1.  In  what  ways  and  under  what  conditions  and  limits  can 
conflict  and  disunity  serve  an  interim  purpose,  for  affirming  sup- 
pressed identities,  and  for  transforming  structures,  both  in  the  Church 
and  in  the  world? 

2.  How  does  sin  in  the  form  of  personal  and  institutional  or 
group  egoism  function  both  in  the  Church  and  in  mankind  to  protect 
false  and  closed  identities  and  structures?  If  fear  of  the  loss  of 
identity  prevents  openness  and  structural  change,  how  do  we  overcome 
this  fear?  How  can  the  faith  of  the  Church  overcome  the  fear  of  the 
nations  or  of  religious,  ethnic  or  class  groups,  by  breaking  through 
false  barriers?  Is  the  Church  itself  afraid  of  and  closed  to 
apparently  hostile  or  threatening  elements,  like  other  religions  and 
other  world-views,  like  for  example  Marxism,  the  women's  liberation 
movement,  and  the  youth  protest? 

3.  Where  is  power  now  located  in  the  Church  and  in  mankind, 
and  in  the  World  Council  of  Churches?  To  what  extent  is  this  power 
deployed  to  impede  or  assist  the  development  of  a dynamic  structure  for 
promoting  both  identity  and  openness,  as  well  as  common  striving  for 
the  common  good?  How  do  we  ensure  that  the  exercise  of  power  is 
participatory  - even  for  the  powerless,  the  poor,  the  marginal,  the 
aged,  the  handicapped,  for  the  victims  of  oppression  and  exploitation, 
and  for  those  who  are  marginalised  by  the  production-consumption 
orientated  technological  society? 

4.  In  the  unity  of  the  Church  at  all  levels,  the  traditional 
structure  has  been  the  eucharistic  community  led  by  a presbyteral 
college  presided  over  by  a bishop.  The  eucharist  and  the  episcopate 
are  the  foci  of  unity  both  locally  and  with  the  Church  of  all  ages  and 
all  places.  Is  this  notion  radically  called  in  question  today?  If  so, 
what  alternative  structure  can  be  proposed  which  achieves  the  same 
purpose  without  losing  richness  of  content? 


61 


5.  In  the  unity  of  mankind  at  all  levels,  the  demand  is  for 
a world-wide  network  ensuring  a just  distribution  and  effective  deploy- 
ment of  power,  for  the  creation  of  the  good  in  freedom,  for  the  fulfil- 
ment of  man  in  open  community.  What  stands  in  the  way  of  developing 
such  a world-wide  network,  and  how  can  the  Churches  help  in  removing 
the  obstacles  and  positively  quickening  the  development? 

6.  How  does  the  Church  integrate  the  positive  values  in 
various  cultures  and  at  the  same  time  exercise  a critical  function 
towards  certain  values  espoused  and  goals  pursued  by  different 
cultures?  For  example,  how  can  the  Church  sort  out  the  true  and  the 
false  in  the  conception  of  man-world  relationship  underlying  the 
technological  civilisation,  in  the  acquisitive  and  aggressive  values  of 
a consumer  society,  in  the  desire  to  make  one's  own  tastes  normative 
for  oneself,  and  for  others  too,  in  the  pursuit  of  sensuality  as  the 
road  to  fulfilment,  in  the  desire  to  impose  one's  cultural  norms  on 
others,  and  so  on?  How  does  the  Church  pioneer,  through  small  groups, 
a way  of  life  which  radically  questions  and  effectively  criticises  the 
values  of  contemporary  culture? 

7.  The  tendency  to  depend  on  the  government  or  on  "the  whole 
Church"  to  do  everything  necessary  for  man  seems  questionable.  What  is 
the  role  of  voluntary  groups  in  the  pioneering  ministry  of  the  Church? 
How  can  the  Churches  sustain,  support  and  pastorally  care  for  these 
creative  groups,  so  that  they  do  not  feel  isolated  or  tempted  to  break 
themselves  off  from  the  fellowship  of  the  Church  or  to  justify  their 
isolation  by  condemning  the  wnole  Church  for  not  doing  what  they  are 
doing?  How  do  the  resulting  tensions  get  maintained  in  a suffering  but 
unbroken  fellowship? 
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APPENDIX  VII 

SUMMARY  OF  THE  PANEL  - "QUESTIONS  FOR  FURTHER  STUDY” 


This  meeting  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission,  in  Louvain, 
had  as  its  main  theme  "Unity  of  the  Church  - Unity  of  Mankind".  As  a 
means  of  relating  traditional  Life  and  Work  concerns  directly  to 
traditional  Faith  and  Order  issues,  the  Commission  found  the  main  theme 
extremely  helpful  and  productive.  Having  treated  the  theme  in  relation 
to  various  sub-themes  like  the  Struggle  for  Justice  in  Society,  the 
Encounter  with  Living  Faiths,  the  Struggle  against  Racism,  the 
Handicapped  in  Society,  and  the  Differences  in  Culture,  the  Commission 
makes  the  following  observations: 

A.  Formulation  of  the  Main  Theme 


Three  questions  have  been  raised  about  the  formulation  Unity  of  the 
Church  - Unity  of  Mankind: 

1.  Is  this  formulation  likely  to  be  misleading  in  using  the 
word  'unity*  for  two  different  realities  and  by  putting  the  Church  and 
mankind  side  by  side,  as  if  they  were  two  parallel  and  disparate 
realities? 


2.  Has  not  the  discussion  revealed  that  the  Unity  of  mankind 
has  to  do  not  merely  with  the  oneness  of  the  Church,  but  also  with  its 
total  mission  in  the  world?  Would  it  not  be  more  to  the  point  to  have 

a formulation  like  "The  Unity  of  Mankind  and  the  Presence  of  the  Church", 
or  "The  Mission  of  the  Church  and  Unity  of  Mankind"?  When  so  formulated, 
is  the  main  theme  to  be  studied  by  Faith  and  Order  alone,  or  by  other 
units  and  sub-units  including  CWME,  CCIA,  Church  and  Society,  etc? 

3.  Refreshing  and  stimulating  as  the  main  theme  has  been, 
does  it  not  leave  aside  some  of  the  traditional  questions  to  the 
periphery  of  Faith  and  Order,  questions  which  relate  more  directly  to 
the  divisions  between  the  three  main  traditions  (Catholic,  Protestant, 
and  Orthodox),  like  the  encharist  and  the  ministry? 

These  questions  need  to  be  kept  in  mind  in  pursuing  the  study. 

B.  Method  of  Study 

1.  Participants . Are  theologians  competent  to  pursue  this 
study  by  themselves?  Are  they  not  likely  to  combine  a precise  theolo- 
gical terminology  with  imprecise  sociological  and  political  terminology? 
Inter-contextual  method  implies  inter-disciplinary  studies.  The  problem, 
however,  has  arisen  in  previous  inter-disciplinary  discussions  that  com- 
mon ground  between  theologians  and  secular  experts  can  be  found  only  by 
theologians  accepting  the  language  and  categories  of  the  secular 
sciences.  Is  this  possible?  What  dangers  are  there  in  this  method? 
Should  the  study  also  involve  some  non-Christians  with  particular 
competences? 

2.  Methodology.  There  is  a need  to  make  more  precise  the 
nature  of  the  resources  we  bring  to  the  study,  and  the  method  of  proceed- 
ing from  the  sources  to  the  issues.  What  role  does  philosophy  play, 
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either  explicitly  or  implicitly?  To  what  extent  do  we  use  the  social 
sciences?  V/hy  not  an  ideological  analysis  of  the  situation  in  terms  of 
the  class  struggle  as  a basis  for  further  reflection? 

C.  Five  Questions  for  Specific  Study 

1.  Norms  for  Thought  and  Action.  What  hermeneutic  canons 
should  govern  the  Church's  task  of  translating  its  faith  to  a programme 
of  action  for  the  salvation  of  mankind?  What  is  the  role  of  philosophy, 
the  social  sciences,  and  ideological  analysis  in  relation  to  theological 
reflection  on  the  task  of  the  Church  in  the  world?  (With  particular 
reference  to  culture,  values,  technology  and  the  role  of  other  religions 
and  ideologies  in  the  ecomomy  of  God . ) 

2.  The  Meaning  of  Unity  in  Church  and  World.  What  elements 
are  common  to  unity  in  the  Church  and  unity  in  the  mankind?  What  is 
their  difference?  What  is  the  nature  of  the  dialectic  between  the  two? 
What  is  the  minimum  requirement  for  a dynamic  unity  of  the  Church  and  a 
growing  unity  of  mankind? 

3.  Conflict  and  Community.  To  what  extent  and  under  what 
conditions  can  conflict  contribute  to  the  enrichment  of  community?  What 
are  the  limits  of  a proper  diversity , especially  in  the  Church?  How  does 
a Church  deal  with  voluntary  small  groups  which  have  a particular  under- 
standing of  the  mission  of  the  Church,  with  which  understanding  a sub- 
stantial number  of  people  in  the  Church  are  in  strong  disagreement? 

4.  Race  and  Discipline.  Can  the  Church  be  adequately 
disciplined  against  racism,  and  at  the  same  time  be  open  to  controversy 
and  struggle  within  her  own  membership  about  racial  identity  and 
liberation? 

5.  Power  and  Powerlessness.  What  are  the  sources  for  the 
understanding  of  power  in  Christian  terms?  The  eschatological  destiny 
of  all  men  to  be  free  has  clear  implications  for  the  exercise  of  power 
in  Church  and  mankind.  Is  this  notion  in  tension  with  the  understanding 
of  the  power  of  the  Cross,  which  is  the  power  of  powerlessness?  How 
does  the  Church  witness  at  once  to  an  active  concern  with  a just 
distribution  of  power  in  the  world  and  to  giving  meaning  and  significance 
to  the  life  of  the  handicapped  and  the  poor? 
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